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ABSTRACT . : T '

' o ~ 2 group of nine elemertary schocl children, each

. referred originally by his/her teacher due tc lcw. levels cf peer
interaction in free-play situations gt schocl, participated in a

- study designed to assess the effects of treatment "lccster shots" on
.the maintenance of sociadl behavior. Five cf the children had been
treated previously for social withdrawal; the cther four had not. An.
intervention package, consisting of social skills tutcrirg and a

. recess—based point system, wvas alterratéd ﬁiﬁh treatment reversal
periods to determine whether mairntenance effects vould accumulate .
‘'with repeated exposure to treatment prccedures. Observational data
'collected during playground recess’ pericds.showed that four of the

* five previously treated subjects were interactirg within rcramative
levels. of social bebavicr following a series of three tfeatment
"hooster shots.® Only one of the four previcusly~untreate&'subjects
shoved evidence of a similar effect. Results indicate that .a.°
treatment "booster shot" strategy might prcvide an effective means cf
facilitating maintenanc¢e of interactive behavior for children
previously treated for social vithdraual.-(luth$£f ' e
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2 CF. —
T Nine elementary schoo] childrenr;~each referred or1q1na1]y by h1s7her
I .
teacher due to Tow levels of peer 1ntEract1on 1n free play s1tuat1ons'

at school, part1c1pated in a,study designed to assess the effects of

treatment "hooster shots" on the majntenance of social behavior Five

~ s

of these children prev1ous]y had been Zinvolved #sin the Procedures for

"Estab11sh1ng Effective Re]at1onsh1p Ski¥ls [PEERS) Program devetoped:

v by the Center atkpregon for Research in the Behav1onq] Education- of the ’

Hand1capped (CORBEH) None of the.rema1n1ng four ch11dren had a pre-

v1ous\h1story of treatment for. soc1a1 w1thdrawa1 An intervention /.

&

=~package, consisting of soc1a} sk1lls tutor1ng énd a. recess -based point
. ’ { @
system, was a]ternated with treatment reversal periods to determ1ne
. 5 i . :‘< * . o’ .\ . '
whether maintenance effects would accumulate with repeated exposure to

treatment procedures. Observational data collected duringfglayground
recess periods-showed‘that four of the five previously treated sub—
jects were interacting within normative levels of social behavigr
: following a series of three‘treatment "booster shots." In]@enerala
./- these?data were significantly higher than initial baSe]fne data (as
indicated by‘Mann-whjtney U tests) and appeared to be stable during

) - ! r
final maintenance evaluations. Only one of the four 0rev1ous]y un- -

&

a4 -

treated subJects showed evidence of a s1m11ar effect Verbal behavior
¥ P -
did not appear to be respons1ve to the treatment procedures. Teacher

and parent ratings of child social behavior showed general 1mprovement '

‘for both treated. and untreated sbeects between pre; and post-treatment
* assessments to,rating levels approaching those of their non:withdrawnf
) i/l geers. Peer sociometric ratings a]so showed increases from pre- to .

post-treatment phases for both groups of subjects7 It appears from

»
*




) J

\ -
: .«;t%iese results that a treatment "booster shot*, strategy*might proyide

so‘\effective means of facilitating maintenance of “interactive pehavior

“for children previously treated for social withdrawa?. These findings

are discussed in-terms-of social entrapment, as

Wolf (1970), and in terms of s}‘ciq]vhvah’datipn,

(1977).
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[ INTRODUCTIOR AND LITERATURE REVLEW . ;

. - ‘ o

The eqnsequences 1a§en in Tife of social iso]ation/wifhdrgWa] in . -
childhood can be serious. Several researchers have foundvpositise : ”N\\

- - ’ ' 3 : : ’ ‘/—_— A
relationships between social status-among peers in-childhood and .

societal adjustmen$ in ado]escence and adulthood. According to Lippit--'
é

and Gold (1959), children whose soc1a1 status 1s Tow among c1assroom
) . peers at school tend to have more mental health probTems than do

high-status children. These prob]ems reporf%d]y are ref]ected,jﬂiigeir

\‘7_.

interpersonal re]ationships both in school and at home. Roff (1961
and Roff, Sells, and Golden 51972) descr%bed reiationships between
personal ity problems in childhood and undesireable copduct'in adoles-
cence and adulthood. Seemingly, children who disp1ay;persena1ity
brob]ems_early in ]ife,exhipit more conduct problems during their
adolescent anq adult yearsbthan do individda1s who show goodAcEi1dhood

~

adjustment. Similarly, persons whose social adjustments were vulnerable

A community-wide register of psychiatric cases as young adults (Céwen,

as Ehi]dren were found to be disproportionate]y represented in a

\.Pedersoo, Bab1g1an, 1zzo, and Trost, 1973). The authors presented - -

extFns1ve follow-up data rang1ng from 11 to 13 years to support this

* ' o

conclusion. : . ‘. T s
- - Amidon (1961) and Amidon ‘and Hoffman\(1965))asserted that teachers

“can be trained to analyze the social structure in their classrooms, to
identify students wheg are socially rejected,and/or isaolated, and 'sub-
; b J T i ; o

sequently to structure improvement in social status for these students.

. . ' . . ' .
o - o io.
EMC \‘\\ ) ' , "‘" b
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A:Recent vo1umes~9f profess1ona1 publ catrous ref1ect 1ncrea§ed research .-

e
7~

and c11n1ca1 interests in the problems of socually 1so]ated/3$%hdrawn
ch11dren. However,. many problems re]ated to soc1a1 1nteract1on in
"children have not been resolved as yet. These include” the repeated
demonstrations.that: (1) a given, technological set of procedureszcan
be used effect1ve1y to fncrease the peer 1nvolvengnt\of Tow interacting
children; (2) these procedures can be validated us1ng multiple measures
of‘behav1or changegignclud1ng d1rect observat1on, peer soc1ometr)cs,
a and teacher and parent ratings; and (3) such behav1or change»c;n be
maintained ence the proceduHes used to increase the beh%yior have been
- terminated. . - - X
A great dea],already'fs‘known about!reliably producing>initia1 iAa
tervention effects, and deVe]opment of that aspect of our technology

should be centinued. But relat1ve1y little is known about ensur1ng ‘the

‘ endurance of these effects once treatment is w1thdrawn or termLﬁated

i e
_ Efforts directed toward that end Must be started now. ' T
v If problems of behayior are.to be solueg{permahently, rather than . -

merely reduced tehporari]y, improvement which: is“brought about must -
endure over time. However, "that generality is not automat1ca11y accom-
' p]ished uhenever behav1Qr»1s changeg needs occas1ona1 “emphasis. . In
general, generalization should be prognfmmed, rather than expected or
lamented" (Baer, Wolf, and Ris]ey,‘1968, b.ge), This testimony, together with
. the reports of many other authoré (Conway and Euqher, 1976; Kazdan and
Bootzin, 1972; Marholin I1,. Siegel, and Phi]]ips,'1976; 0'Leary and

~ Drabman, 1971} characterizes naturally occurr1ng maintenance as -a

. great]y desijreable but h1gh1y elusive effect




. '. + A. -; . . . ,7,-
. -A" The priMary_purpospJof the present investigation was. to chase this °
.elusiye effect - to- prnxvde ev1dence relatrng to the Tssue"ofﬁwhether
cianges in cht:;:én s soc1a1 behavior can be ma1nta1ned over t1me An
. attempt was’ made to: program the ma1ntenance»of 1ntervent1on effects \..
wh1cﬁ’had been ach1eved through the 1mp1ementat1on of PEERS (Procedures
for Establishing Effective Relationship Sk111s), a packaged program for
',thetremed1at1on of soc1a1 w1thd \ﬁal Th1s was done—by scheduling ot
) 1ntervent1on phases ina Tepeated treatmentlfash1on across days ﬁor«'
B nine e]ementary school chlldren with low ve1s of peer 1nvolvement in ~

Y

, _ social situations. .A secondary focus of ‘the study was to prov1de add1-’

-

tional repltications of the.packaged program s effect1veness, and to do
so using multiple dependent measures.:f v _
o -£"4 The 1iterature review whith to]]ows contains two major.parts " The
f1rst part deals with prev1ous efforts to 1ncreas2§¢h$ peer 1nvolvement
of lTow interacting children in schoo] re]ated settings and with n atura]lz

ccurr1ng maintenance effects reported 1n~those stud1es The second
o

"_‘ ) part covers' research efforts wh1ch hav _ madé to pro gram the maﬁn-

' ' :'tenance of pre@ious]y moﬁifiea behavior~‘ T order to 1ncrease the

'number of stud1es avae}able -for review 1n/an otherW1se 11tt1e-researched

[ 4

area, discussion in the second part of the review will not be 11m1ted
L

to the maintenarice of sqp]al interaction. ,Rather, it w11} include the

programmed maintenance of other important school-related behaviors as

~

well.

( Remediation of Social ‘I olation/Withdrawal -
(} o 1n. School - Related Settings '

Ranging over the past ﬁifteen years, several approaches have been
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~1nvest1gated for their effect1veness in 1ncreas1ng the sos1ometr1c A Q '
. >

status and/or peer 1nteract1on of soc1a11y 1so]a¢ed/w1thdrawn ch1}dren

oo

1n pre schoo] and elementary school sett1ngs At the most genera] Tevel,
‘ o » .
C these efforts can be c]ass1f1ed as (}) pr1mar11yﬁantecedent inter-
.- 3 -5

.~

. ' ~ -
quéi\i c of antecedent and consequgnt 1ntervent1ons ‘ Th1s d1st\nctlon depends
oy nxi?£; on whether the pr1mary st1mu1us man1pu1atfons'occurred prior to the
f?;f .d\ch11d‘s social behaJ{or subsequent to the behav1or,vor Whether the :
e o ¥1ntervent1on conta1ned-both antecedent and consequent major components.’

In a techn1ca1 sense, a]l ‘interventions conta1n both antecedent and con-
sequent components, but not all of these are programmed, some wh1ch
‘ occur natura]]y are not constered pr1mary interventiof components.
Thus, even though the distinction made here is somewhat Arbitrary, it
| wi[T\be used because of its‘usefulness in c]assifyfng interventions’ for
‘v revfey purposes,. | s |
| AntecedentLinterventions |
5' ' : Antecedent interventfons have'been of- twp basic varieties -- those
. emp]oy1ng symbo]1c mode11ng alone and' those- contro]11ng sett1ng events
| (peer pa1r1ng, structured" p]ay, prov1s1on of p]ay equ1pment) wh1ch “could .>

|/-’ . L
affect soc1a1 interactions. ‘ L o '

Symbo]1c Mode11ng

——t—
. ) Symbo]1c mode11ng procedures, the use of f11med demonstrations of

IS

appropr1ate soc1a1 1nteract1on, have been used successfu]]y to 1ncrease
the frequency of peer 1nteract1on in soc1a11y 1so1ated/w1thdrawn ch11d-

.v ren. In part1cu1ar, the use of a film developed, descr1bed and eva]uated

. . . %

13



by o' Connor (1969) has been the most widely reported The 0' Connor
film which runs 23 mynptes,and wh1fh includes an aduit narration,
. presents a series of e]even child- child 1nteractions Each interaction

begins by sdeing a chh]d at the fringes of a group and conclydes w1th

‘the: child bec0ming positiveiy involved in the gR:up As the series s
ey ) .
ﬂ'progresses, the interactions depicted become inc easing]y more comp]ex.

\

i-As a’ chiid in the film becomes involved w1th other chi]dren 1n each new

\

scene, the accompanying narration prov1 es an account of the s1tuation
and induces children watching the film to interact w1th their/peers
in_s1m11ar Situations. .Typically, the film is evaluated by comparingj'
its effects to those of a film of equivalent length depicting something
other than interactions between young children. ‘A group of‘six isolated
pre- schoo] children who were shown this film increased their peer inter-
action in a subsequent free- play setting, surpassing the normative Tevel
for such behavior, while a group of seven children who viewed a control
filmvshowed no change. Data pertaining to the maintenance of this
increased social behaVior were not reported (0'Connor, 1969). ;
Evers-Pasquale and Sherman (1975) also found that the 0’Connor4~
fiim produced more social interaction (piaying; talking, touching’
smiling) with isolated pre-school children than did a control fiim:
These effects wereymore pronounced with'peer-oriented than with nonipeer-
oriented isoiates, but even the latter group's performance was superior
to }hat of. the group v1ew1ng a control film. Follow-up eva}uations
conducted at one and four months4after postftreatment assessment revealed

that the increases in social behavior produced by thé film persisted.



However; few of the original subjects were avaj1ab1e for the second
follow-up phase, and these ma1ntenance results thus must be consndered
"tentat1ve - o '
Us1ng the1r own, mater1a1s, cons1st1ng of four 5-m1nure v1deotapes
dep1ct1ng var1ous soc1a1 skills, Keller and Carlion (1974) found that
symbo]ic modeling produced increased frequenc1es of social 1nteraction,.
of d1spens1ng soc1a1 re1nforcement and of rece1v1ng soc1a1 reinforcement

~

_by ten 1so1ated .pre-school childreh. Nine ch11dren compr1s1ng a control,
group and viewing four 5-minute contro1 sequences showed’no changes in
these measures. A three wegk follow-up assessment revea1ed that although .
some exper1menta1 subJects continued to ev1dence 1ncreased levels of 7
'_soc1a1 1nteract1on, experimental and control groups were not s1gn1f1ca%t1y
different from one another on interaction measureéﬂ (

The findings reported above'regarding thepffects of{symso1fc model-
ing arelnot without contradictfon.’ Walker, Hops, Greenwood, and Todd
(Note 1f reported that the 0'Connor (1969) f11m had no effect on the
interaction of six withdrawn children 1n a pub11c schoo1 exper1menta1
c1assroom Subsequent consequent 1ntervent1ons, however, in the form of
both 1nd1v1dua1 and group contingencies, proved to be effective in es-
tab11sh1ng peer 1nvo1vement for the children. S1m11ar1y,-Gottman (1977)
found no effects on either 1nteract1on frequency or soc1ometr1c status “

- of 16 1ow interacting children in a Head Start program who viewed a » - .
f11m about 1n1t1at1ng entry 1nto peer groups.
| Several var1ab1es can be pos1ted as being respons1b1e for the dis- ,

parate findings on symbolic modeling. The Walker, et.al. subJects were

~older than the children who previous1y had shown increased responding



as a result of symbo]1ic. mode11ng Further, they were classified as _
. P
W1thdrawn, rather than isolated -- a distinction ‘which Gottman (in pn5§§9

states is cr1t1ca1 in understanding children's-social 1nteraction
Gottman s (1977) subJects were of the same ade group and c]assificatie
as subjects involved ir effective demonstrations of symbolic modeﬂing,
but thoy-viewed a different~fi1m Films other'than\that ode'annor: _
(1969) have been shown to produce p051t1ve effects (i.e., that of Keller
and Carlson, 1974), but 1t 1s not 11ke1y that every film des1gned to |
increase children's 1nteractions actua]]y will be functiona1 in d01ng o
so. The effects attributed to symbolic modeling al W111 be determined it
in part by the setting events present in the children's on- 901ng soc1a1 ,
environment and by the extent to which ch11dren are ab]e to gain entry
1nto the naturally occurring system of reinforcement operating in that
'environment (Baer and WO1f 1970) There may.be/other,variabies which’
_gould erplain-the divergent findings 6f(symoolicmodeiing'researchf

If so, they are not‘immediateiy oﬁ;i:usr .Two of the studies reported'
above'inc1Mded fo]iow-up‘proc dures (Evens;Rasquaie and Sherman, 1975;
Ke]]er and Carlson, 1974)./ Neither, though, obtained unqualified main-
tenance'effects It s Clear thaf'addytionai research 1nto the var1ab1es

&

| and parameters which ’ake symboiic modeling effective, 1nc1ud1ng

Ve
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/pmater1a1s to facilitate 1nteract1on, or.a, comb1nat1on of these -approach- .
,gl-f-' es. Peer pa1r1ng consists mere]y of ass1gn1ng two or more ch11dren to
interact with-one another. I{ a-“low interacting ch11d/and a norma]]y '
' 1nteract1ng Chl]d are as51gned to 1nteract 1t is possible that the
Tatter w111 be able to engage the former in some degree of 1nteract1qn
s Structured 1nteract1on 1nvo]ves ass1gn1ng a spec1f1c soc1a1 activity
to two or more ch11dren The activity can be e1ther a work or-a play |
task Ass1gnments ‘usually. 1nc1ude a peer pa1r1ng component, although L i
childrensmight be required to find the1r own partners Frequent]y, |
the~chi1dréﬁ are furn1shed with toys or other, mater1a1s designed to
g fac1]1tate their imteraction. In each of these cases, 1t is assumed
that the structure 1mposed by- the peer pa1r1ng, the ass1gned act1v1ty,
or the mater1a1s provided 'will be suff1cLent to tr1gger 1nteractJon‘
between two or more ch1]dren, .and that once tr1ggered the 1nteract1on’
Af w111 be ma1nta1ned by the continued: preSence of the sett1ng structure
‘ and by the natura1 commun1ty of re1nforcement which beg1ns to f1ow

2 g .
({ )oetween the ch11dren (Baer and Wolf, 1970)
gk ) \\ o

. . parallel and cooperat1ve p1ay and in ‘their ta1k1ng w1th the peers. In; 2

>

. formal observations at three months and teacher reports at one year fo1-

?ow1ng treatment indicated that 1ntervent1on effects pers1sted across time.




post treatment assessment exper1mental -control group d1fferences

3

'Strain and his colleagues (Strain and Abraham, Note'3;35train;
Shores, and Timm, 1977) conducted a series of studies using the peer '
pairing procedure with low interacting preschool chiidren. These |
sfudies?made use of socially skilled peer-confederates who-were in-

structed to make pos%tive initiations to the lTow interacting .children

- 1in an;attempt to engage them in rec1procal interaction. This parad1gm

was 1mmed1ate1y effect1ve in 1ncreas1ng frequenc1es of subJects pos1t1ve.
soc1a1 interactions above. baseline levels Fur(her, f1ve out of the sin '
subJects in one study (Stra1n et al , 1977) a]so vﬁcripsed their 1n1- .
tiations to the peer- confederates, even though this was not prog;ammed
However, the 1ntervent1on effects found 1n£§h1s work d1d not ma1nta1n
dur1ng brief treatment reversal phases. EEE

| L111y'(1971) used1peer pa1r1ng procedures similar to those descr1bed

,.

above to increase the social acceptance of low ach1ev1ng, Tow: soc1ometr1c

" status chltdren in upper elementary public schootﬂtlasses., Subjects

[

were paired with .popular students in-theirfxoomstto”work on.class pro-

jects and subsequently made initial gains in social acceptance. Never-

‘theless, these gains ¢id not maintain,'asﬂeVidenced by a*six week

follow-up assessment.: s

- At least two studies have attempted to increase social acceptance _
of mentally retarded students through peer pairing (Chennaul€ 1967'

Rucker and V1ncenzo, 1970) : Both employed organized cooperat1ve group

4

act1v1t1es in wh1ch low acceptance students ‘were paired with popular

>

RESTS » and both found.greater gains in acceptance at post-treatment for

exper1mental than for contro] children. However, one month after the

N

BN
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',repOrted by Rucker and Vincenzo had disappeared

- Structured 1nteract1on procedures . spec1fy the act1v1ty which the

[

'pa1red children are to engage in, while peer pa1r1ng procedures do not.

R Severa] authors have 1nvest1gated the effects of structured interaction

s

on_ch11dren s social behav1or. Johnson, Goetz, Baery and Green (Note 4)
|

" reported that structured interacfion, in the form of af cooperative game -
) \ . \ N .

played.in a laboratory setting between a, low 1nteracting pre-schoo]

N »

girl and a c]assmate, resulted in 1ncreased cooperat1ve p]ay between

the g1r1 and her peers in a c]assroom free- t1m? sett1ng Dur1ng a nine- ’
“day treatment reversal phase the child's cooperat1ve behav1or in the
'classroom cont1nued near 1ntervent1on 1eve1s "The f1nd1ngs of Johnson,
et.a] are part1cu1ar1y 1nterest1ng since the ch11d S c]assroom coopera-

tive play represents a generalized efféct from the}]aboratory 1nterven-

. aN
tion.

The procedure described by-Johnson, et.al. (Note 4) has heen

adapted and.incorprrated into a set of packaged procedur ~- © fRaling

v

‘withdrawn child.« . in the regular e]ementary schoot setti. (Hops,
F1e1schman, Guild, Paine, wa1ker, and Greenwood Note 5) Th1s adapted
technique, called a joint task procedure, involves pa1r1ng a w1thdrawn ’
child with a secially 1nteract1ve c]assmate and assigning the ch11dren

-to engage in a spec1f1ed claserom activity which requ1res talking and

) M

'turn-taking. A Tist of act1v1t1es and a- descr1pt1on of procedures wh1ch

e

. teachers can use in imp]ementing the technique is proV1ded in the package,

L
-

_Hops, et.al. evaluated the joint task procedure, both s1ng]y and as part
~of the 1arger.1ntervent1on package, and found it'to produce 1mmed1ate-

and substantial increases in social behavior for all wi thdrawn children

.
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to'whOm'it was‘apijed:' Evidence7regarding carry:over;of,increased
. sogial behayjor‘to°immediate1y suhsequent cldssroom free-time sessions
. a]sothas‘reported-for several chi]dren However, data*pertaining to the
. ma1ntenance of - effects produced by th1§*procedure are not ‘available. )
R C]ear1y, when Tow 1nteract1ng ch11dren are pa1red with normally in-
teract1ng peers, the act1v1t1es they become . engaged in and the materials .
they becoﬁe involved wfth will 1n 1arge part determ1ne ‘the amountof1nuﬂ%
action wh1ch subsequent]y takes place ‘when adult superv;s1on 1s ‘removed.
Accordingly, at 1east\two studies have been carried out to evaluate a
.var1ety of act1v1t1es and mater1a1s which might be emp]oyed in conJunc-
tion with peer pa1r1ng arrangements (Bonney, 19713 Qu111tch and R1s1ey,
1973 ﬂhe former evaluated the effects of 17 soc1a11z1ng experieri.2s ¢n’
+he soc1ometr1c status of Tow acceptance children in grades three through
six.  Although no, s?gnifﬁgant differences appeared between any of the
activdties, some children;hade'substantial gains from sohe of the eventL

a

The second stﬁdytexamined»the effects of a variety of toys, c]assified
as e1ther soc1a1 or isolate, on the 1nteract1ve play behav1or of normal
7-year-old ch11dren in an urban recreat1ona1 setting. Soc1a1;ﬂay occurred
only 16% of the t1me when isolate toys were prov1ded, but 78% of the time
‘Jvfwhen given social toys. Thus, the roles of act1v1t1es and materials in
' peer pa1r1ng -paradigms seem to be critical. | _ .
It appears that the contro] of sett1ng ‘events can be a h1gh1y

usefu] strategy for increasing both soc1a1 acceptance and 1nteract1on ; »
frequenc1es, espec1a11y when attention 1s‘g1ven by teachers to (1) the
activities and materialsfﬁrovided(for the children and (2) the recipro-

' city among the children during the timesthatvpeer pairing is in effect. .

2
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Yet, setting event infervention§ would not.aépear to be as powerfu1 as
those comprised of'consequent euents, and any maintenance effects
) ‘achieved throuﬁh the control of setting events may be short 11ved

. This proposal has led at least two authors (L111y, 1971; Rucker and

| " Vincenzo, 1970) fo argue for 1mp1ementat1on of antecedent 1nterventfonsv
on a 1ongﬂp'term and/or more cont1nuous basis \ One a]ternat1ve to this

df'suggestion is to fade the potency and schedule of the 1n1t1a1 “inter- —
vention to the point where the child's behaviar is under the control of
natura]]y occurring stimulus-in hi&er environment.' A second alterna-

tive is to start with a more poWerful consequent intervention initially.

"
N . )

‘“\ Consequent Interventions
£ ' o _
Consequent 1ntérvent1ons for the remed1at1on of 1own1eve1s of social

_interaction in young children have been of two primary classifications--

those employing bas1c reinforcement . procedures only, and those 1nvo]v1ng
I’ - \
_ more comp]ex token re1nforcement systems. ' “

Bas ic Reinforcement‘Procedures
| Basicvreinﬁbrcement procedures used to increase the socja] behavior
‘of Tow interact%ngt'children have included food' physical contact, and i
adultvpraise. The latter of thesé has been the most ext ns1ve1y evaluated. o
ig' -A]]en Hart Bue]] Harris, and Wolf (1964) used teacher attention
to 1ncrease the peer 1nvo]vement of a low 1nterac§1ng pre- schoo] girl.
The authors then systematically 1eaned the schedule of teacher praise’

to produce dur§b111ty of the effects as 1nd1cated by post- checks rang1ng -

up to four weeks beyond.the term1nat1on of treatment. This study was one .
. - - M) »\‘
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of the first.egﬁerjments to demonstrate that an inexpensive and simple

proceddre,vadult attention, could be used to ianease sociaL,interaction'

- v ]

" in children. Many s1m11ar studies suhsequently followed. Hart;

&

*

Reynolds, Baer,~Braw1ey, and Harris (1968) va11dated the requ1rement

that 1n order to be effect1ve 1n a]ter1ng children s social behavior,

'attention had to be)pont1ngent on the chi]des behav1or Attention which

\

was not contingent was’ 1neffect1ve in a]ter1ng soc1a1 1nteract10n ’ Np

\ ” .

report was made of the maintenance of treatment effects 1n th1s study

}More recently, Strain and Wiegerink (1975) reported that teacher atten-

tion prov1ded an effect1ve 1ntervent1on for the soc1a1 play 3F two
behavior d1sordered boys in a pre-$chool exper1menta] classroom Dur1ng
a .brief treatmént reversal period,",the boys' social behav1or wh1qh
1ncreased marked]y dur1ng 1ntervent1on, fe]] off sharp]y, revea]1ng the .

non- durab111ty of the nn1t1a] effect Demonstrat1ons of the effective- /*

ness of adu]t attent1on on ch}]d soc1a1 behaviar” “Continue today, more .

i

: than a decade after the,f1rst such study was conducted, and 1mportant

advances continue to occur. One substantial contribution to’ our under--

1

standing of child social behavior recently was, made by Warren, Rogers-

«

Warren, and Baer {1976). Inﬁtially, food and adult praise were provided

to nine pre-school children for*offering to share with one another}

Share offers increased, but the percent of offers aecepted decreased.

‘By;regulatjng the offer rates of a child, however, the investigators

increased the acceptance rates by other children of the child's offers.

- No report was;made‘of’the maintenance of this effect. Thus, controlling

) _ .
the rate of a social behavior may influence the way in which other peo-
ple respond to it. This finding is important because'it'chailenges the
. . ¢ R , " . i v .

() .
“ .‘. ) N ‘ L4 " ” . .
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assumption that more social behavior necessarily is better.. Instead,.

we should assume, perhaps, that moderation in social interaction, as

r

definéd by normative levels (Walker and Hops, 1976)s-#s-better than

either social excesses or social deficitﬁn
In summary , - the finainbs regarding adult attention-to child socia]

behavior generally are unequ1voca], and the effectivenexs of the pro-

LY

.cedure is we11 established. We should turn our attent1on now to the

;prob]ems of- produc1ng apbropr1até 1evels of social behavior (Warren,

Rogers-Narren and Q/Jr 1976) and 1ncreas1ng the durability of such

U>respond1ng (Baer and Wolf, 1970)

Spme‘variations of the adu]tiattentioh phocedure also have been
repdrted.' One such modification has been- the use of indirect contih-
gencies to‘a]ter child social behahior. Buell, Stoddard, Harris, and
Baer (1968) applied teacher éociel rejnfercement to the use of outdoor
play equipment by a pre-school girl with motor and social deficits.
Theicoptingency produced an increase in the child's use of the equip-
ment and collaterally led to a increase in her social interaction with,”
other- children. The extent to which'these behaviors maintained at their -

increased levels after removal of adult attent1on was ‘t reported

. Strain and Timm (1974) found that praise ‘and physical contact d1rected

to either a behaviorally d1sordered pre-school child or to his peers
increased the interaction of both parties. As one might expect, the
party receﬁéagg the contingency did more’ 1n1t1at1ng than the other, but

it is-interesting to ‘note that the rec1proca1 nature of the soc1a1

- t

interaction facilitated the interaction of the non-reinforced party as |

well, whether that party was the shbjeet or the peers. These effects

3 . | !
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" were lost, however, during a seven-day treatment reversal period. In ~

. a combined direct and indirett contingencyf:ankston, Reese, Leﬁ]qnc,
and Baer (1973) used agult.attention.to.other chi]dren -- to the viotims‘
of phystca]'attacﬂs -- to reduoe the.fi;?ting ofiannover]y aggressivé i
prefschoo] boj. Once his level of tighttng.had been reducgd;ithe hdj
, | receiyed teacher attention for”increased positive socda]'iﬁteraction
. withahﬁs'peers. A follow- -up, assessment revealed ‘that the}%oy was con- .
tinuing to interact pos1t1ve%y with h;s c]assmates one month, after
‘treatment. Considered collectively, theseystpddes offer a firm founda-
tion for-tuturewefforts involving 1ndirect contingencies of adult atten-
tion to increase the social behaV1or of young chi]dren
Adult attent1on also has been used successfu]]y to increase the

iy
peer social 1nteract1on of ‘older and more severely handicapped children

-~

tha those 1nvolved“2n the stud1es reported above (HaTl and Broden, ;
1967 Ramanczyk , D1ament Goren, Trunell, and Harr1s, 1975; Nhntman:
Mercurio, and Caponigri, 1970). However, because its effect on the Y
social behavior of more severely handicapped ch1]dren are 1ess'oonsis;‘
tent (F]eischman; Hops, and Street; Note 6), several modifications in
the typical aduit attention contingency often are made: praise might
" be paired with edible reinforcers to enhance the value of the sooia] o
- consequénces for the chi]dren; shaping proc@dures might be'epp]oyed to , 4
- allow fo nore gradual acquisition of socia]-behavior; and the specific
‘behav1ors targeted might be changed so that the goa]s for awven Ch'l'ld".
_are consistent with his/her developmental level. Nevertheless, adu]t
- ' attention procedures have been reported to be effective in a]ter1ng

the soc%a] 1nteract1on of these children, as we]] as that of children

§ ) hd
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with milder handﬁcéppjngfcondftions. Further,.all three of these
AY

studies (Hall and Brodenf'Romanczyk et.al., Nhitman, et.a].) reporf

some ma1ntenanqsaof treatment effects fol]ow1ng the term1nat1on of
'~ intervention. A djt1ona1.work is needed {o identify the factors re-

» ’ e . . . . . .
sponsible for the development and maintenance of interaetion in children

A

with both mild and severe deficits in social behavior. Seven of the
' yen studiéS" sumﬁarizeﬂ'here reported‘the use of someffolloWQup'proa_
cedures.. . Because five of these seven studies obtained some level of

s Maintenance, this line of resea?cﬁ appears to be promising.

I
Token Reinforcement Systems

Token reinforcement systems representvd somewhat more complex and
‘potentially more powerful class of interventions.fof”low 1eveIs:of child
interaction than those discussed previon]yQ Based-on a series of
research efforts, Hops<énd his(co]’eagués (Hops, Walker, and Gréenwood,
;n press;. Fleischman, Hops, and Street’, Note 6) showed that a contingency'.
Z}Jnd1v1dua] po1nts redeemable for group back-up reinforcers was a more
powerful arrangement for 1ncreas1n//;he peer involvement of soc1a1]y '
withdrawn Qh11dren than were other cpmb1nat1ons of p ,’J?t d1str1butjon
and reinfo}cer exchange. In this contingency, points are awarded only

"to the low interacting child, but the item or activity .for which the

points are exchanged are shared by the child with his/Her entire peer

4
b

group. \

-

Walker, Greenwood, Hops,'and Todd (Note 7) explored ‘the effects of
token- based cont1ngency aqrangements on the topograph1c components of

social 1nteract1on -- 1n1t1at1wg interactions, respond1ng to the
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P
others, and continuing on-godng,1nteractions.l When f; .

choo] children were reinforced e1ther for 1n1t1at1ng

\
for respond1ng to the 1n1t1ations of, others, the1r over-"-
U,
nteraction déecreased. However, bdtH reinforcement for R

-

ing. 1nterac€‘~hs and reinforcement for overa1] 1nterac-

ubstantial 1ncreases in children 's 1nteractjve behav1or. o,

to_the ma1ntenance of these 1ncreases were not rgpqrted

| S
that start1ng and answer1ng are "momendary"kbehaviorq.

W

g and overall 1nteract10n represent "durational“ behav1or.

dt is further possible that re1nforcement of,momentary

e 1ncreas1ng response rate, 1nh1b1ts durationa]'respon-'

"
€ - 4

r?ss1ng the percent of time the subject spends 1nteract1ng

%, <

ble dnd 1ts sensitivity 'to the particular treatment wh1ch

critical. Hops, Walker,'and Greenwood (in press) dis- L
ue with respect to interventions for socially withdrawn
\ “ . Ec'

ba1, and contro] procedures were compared for the1r
eas1ng "approach" behaviors of withdrawn 8-year-old boys
etting (Clement and Milne, 1967). ‘Children who received

al behav1or in a play group showed a substantial increase

A

p0nses Children who rece1ved only verba]]y*baSEd

howed smaller 1ncreases, and. those who’ took part in a

oup w1thout direct 1ntervent1on showed no changes No

.

“maintenance data fOr-any of the intervention approaches were reported. .

-
g .
. ?ah
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| ppl1cat1ons ‘other than those reported here of token re1nforcement
procéﬁures to problems of soc1aJ 1nteract1on have been made in comb1na-
tioh w1th other 1ntervent1on components and w111 be summar1zed in the
next sect1on of th1s rev1ew The stud1es presented here suggest that
| token re1nforcement systems. when used a]one can proV1de an effect1ve :‘

V'approach to increasing interaction in: soc1a11y W1thdrawn ch11dren

»

,_However, ‘much work remains to be done~4n evaluat1ng the ma1ntenance ofr_<.‘:.

’ treatment effects produced by token- based 1ntervent1ons._

<~

v Combined Antecedent and Consequent Interventjons

Some attempts to remed1ate the low levels of 1nteract1on of soc1a11y

1solated/w1thdrawn children have 1nc1uded both antecedent and consequent 4

primary components Such efforts 1nc1u & symboJ1c mode11ng p]us re1n-

I3

vforcement procedures, 1nstruct1ons, prompt1ng, or live mode11nj‘pku o

reinforcement procedures, soc1a1 tutor1ng parad1gms, and verbal corres-
) [ o

_pondence approaches. e )

Symbol1c Mode11n§ Plus Re1nforcement

Severa1 stud1es have exam1ned f1lmed mode11ng and re1nforcemenf/ :
procedures a]one and in éombination to de!ihnune the contributions of
the individual components to the effeftivenESs of the overaIJ pachage.
The results of these effort; are mixed. 0'Conhor (1972) compared‘the.
relativé&effectiveness of svmbolic modeling and operant shaping proce- '
dures f0r 1hcreas1ng peer 1nteract1on ﬁrequenc1es of soclally fgp]ated ’

| nursery schoo] ch11dren “The f11m descr1bed prev1ous1y (0 Connor, 1969)

was found effect1ve in. br1ng1ng the 1nteract1on of 1s01ated ch11dren up

S - S ‘ 27 , - . | s




to the level of non-isolated chjldren in the same classQ_»Shaping
, procedores prodoced a moderate effect but-added_nothing to the effects
' _achieved.with‘the film., Moreover, the outcomes of procedures nhich_ |
:inCIUded a £ilmed modeling eomponent were more persistent than those
~which did not: Findings simi]ar;tp those of 0'Connor have been reported
~ by Evers and Schwarz (l973) : Thehlatter study used'syhbolicfmodeling
-alone and modeling plus teacher praise for peer 1nteract1on to increase
the social behav1or of isolated and w1thdrawn nursery schoo] ch11dren
\Both the mode11ng ‘and the modeling p]us praise groups showed improvement
in soc1al 1nteract1on, but praise d1d_not appear to.add_anythjng to the
effects of mode11ng alone. At a four week-follow;up assessment, a]lw
subJects had ma1nta1ned or 1mproved upon the1r post -test 1nteract1on
<]eve1s7; , " T i g_

-

R

ﬁalker and Hops (1973) condUcted'a series of studies in which’
"pr1mary school ch11dren were exposed to one of three re1nforcement con-
- "tingencies, with or without first hav1ng been shown the 0'Connor Q1969)
film. In exper1ment i, 0 Connor's film was shown to the subJect, after
’2? which points were awarded to the subject for each interaction resu1t1ng\
ﬁfdk from 1n;t:at\gn§ made to her by one of the children in her peer group.
f%z_; , In exper1ment II, the7ch11d s peer group was shown the 0'Connor film,
1; -~ " after which thep were able to earn points as a group for. each interaction
resulting from 1nitiations made to any one of them by the subject. In
experiment III, both the subject and her peer group were shown the
.gvvthfConnor fitm, then tnovseparate contin;encies were tnstitutedi In one
- contingency;,the subject earned points for igitiations made by peers,l

¢ 28
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as in exper1ment I In the othek; peers earned boints as d Q}oup fof'

; 1n1t1at10ns made to any one of them by the subaee&, as in experiment 1. -

The fulfiliment of both cont1ngenc1es a11owed each party to exchange
the1r p01nts for back-ug reinforcers. In each of/%hese exper}ﬁents, |

‘the comb1ned symbolic mode11ng and reinforcement‘procedures suhstan-

tially increased the sdcda] interaction frequencykof.the'withdrawn

subject. queover, in each experiment, interaction Tevels mainteined

”aboveﬂ1n1t1a1'base1ine Tevels dbring five day reversa]bperiqu,

The findings concerning component effects in combined modeling and-
reinforcement- interventions are not w1thout d1spar1ty 'Na1ker, Hops,
Greenwood, and Todd (Note 1) paired symbo11c mode11ng W1th individual |
and group reinforcement contingencies to 1ncrease the interaction levels
of six S0C a11y withdrawn childreq, in a pub11c school exper1menta1

classroom Symb011c modeling had no effect. The 1nd1v1dua1 and group

: contingencievaere found to be equally effective in br1ng1ng about

. greater peer involvement of the subjects Further, fo]]ow-up observa-

t1ons conducted at three and s1x months after the ch11dren had been'

‘returned to the1r regular classes revealed cont1nued 1nteract1on by the

children. Clearly, this finding is 1n direct contradict1on to those of °
0'Connor (1972) and Evers and'Schwarz (1973). - |
Additiona} research is needed to clarify the‘re]atiye“contribUtions
of modeling and reinforcement components to treatment packages invo]ying
both elements and to determine whethen comhined treatments.haVe‘more to

offer than do single-compongnt interventions. ﬂaﬁntenancefeffects

~ achieved in all fdur'of the Studies summarizedkﬁene~§gggest that they dog

and support from peers, as conceptualizéd in the Baer and Wolf {1970)
2



“entrapment hypothesis (exp]ained_be]ow), is generally offered as the
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Instructio Prompt1ng, Live Modeling, and h21nforcement

- While ﬁ studies -have used re1nforcement procedures a]one or in

\ \
'ath symbo11c modeling to 1ncrease the 1nteract1ve behav1or :

'~ combination
.ofliso1ated/w \hdrawn ch11dren, gven more have used re1nforcement 1n
conJunct1on w1thy1nstruct1ons, prompt1ng, or live modeling procedures.
: BaereandTWo1! (1970) used teacher prompt1ng and praise to 1ncrease
the soc1a1 1nteract1 n of a 1ow 1nteract1on pre-schoo] boy. N1th1n a

'7 B
reversal des1gn, the authors alternated 1nterventldﬁ and base]ine phases

and obtained a cumu]at1ve ma1ntenance effect dur1ng reversa] subsequent
to each treatment~phase. That 1s, during each reversa] phase, the ch1Jd‘ :
~ interacted at a higher ]evel,than\he had during any previous reversal
phase.JvFo11ouing the third treatment phase, the boy's social behavior
in reversal remained at intervention 1eve1s.l Baer and Wolf offered an
exp]anat1on for th1s ma1ntenance effect which they ‘called the “trapp1ng
hypothes1s Briefly, entrapment assumes that within any group of
persons, there 1s}an on-going, naturally occurr1ng soc1a1 env1ronment
capab1e of matntaining the interactive behavior of any 3F5Lp member in
the absencg of external maintenance-producing factors. In Baer and
“Wolf's pre-school classroom, the interactive behavior of the chi]dren"
compr{sed the social environnent. In order g"become involved in thjs
environment, the low interacting child had only to gain entry into ﬁt.'

. Once he'had done so, the naturally occurring positive exchanges between

children would maintain his involvement. The authors posited that the

. e N - ' >30

<




: B
B P N - -
o o : ' o 22
. . . i
. v : .

| teacher promptingrgﬁd praise techn%que'éllpwed the ¢hild to. gain ent}y S {
into the social ehiﬁronﬁeht; and that his peers maintafhed_His.Tnglyee'/ |
ment in it. . L T ~ R

bther'?esearchbrs-haVe substribed_yidely fo Baer.aﬁd Hon'é (1970) f— .

: entrépment hypothesis since it fit;t4;;;\af‘g;ed_(Cooke and Apb]]oﬁi,,;
1376§4John$on, G;;fz, Béef, and Green, Note 4; Walker and Hoﬁs,.1973;
‘Walker, Hops, GreenWood, and Todd, Note 1), despite the féét tﬁdt'the
gtudy upon which® the hypothesis was posited involved only one subjeét;
To'date, no systematjé effort has been made to replicaté phe ehtrépmeht
effect; to expandl%ts applicability to other ffeatment popu]atibns;
target béhaviors; or intérvention procedures{for‘to determine in more
detai],how, why, or under what circumstances tﬁe effect can'be'obtainéd.
Thg résearch presented in a subsequent section of thjs report represents -
an attempt to answer some of these questioﬁs.

Strain, Shoreg;.and Kerr (1976) also used a teacher bromptiﬁg and

~ praise routine. Three behaviorally handicapped pre-scﬁool boys showed

« 4

increases in positive sociaf behavior and decreases in negative sociél
behavior when given teacher promptfng and braise for appropriqtelbeer
interactions. The procedures also,prodzébd\treafment "spill-over" ef-"
' fects for other children in the class. Observations during treatment _
reversal conditions provided 1imited evidence.to- support maintenancelof
these effects. | | |

At Teast two studies have used a variety of'antecedentJénd*consequent
intervention procedures. The first (Kirby and Toler, 1970) attempted to

increase the social interaction of a low interacting pre-school boy by -

assigning him the responsibility of passing out candy to his-.classmates.
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;'Instructions, ro]e-playing; and'praise, candy, andtmonetary rei!\Jforcers'i
™

‘were used to develop this 1n1t1at1on response and were effect1ve in

- increas1ng the Qoy* s overa11 1nteract1on w1th his peers. The issue of
-mayntenance was not discussed. The second study (Cooke and Ap011oni,‘
'1976) established the target behav1ors of sm111ng, sharing, positive
'phyS1ca1 contact1ng, ahd verba1 comp11ment1ng for four behaV1ora11y
handicapped children in an exper1menta1 classroom sett1ng Ingfeases 1n
11 four behav1ors for-all four children were produced’us1ng a comb1na- '
tion of 1nstruot1ons, 11§*jmode11ng, and pra1se A fo]]ow-up assessment
Unducted after four weeks showed the treatment effects to be durable.
Instruct1ons, prompt1ng, and/or 11ve modeling procedures have been

_[’_used in comb1nat1on with reinforcement procedures in-non-school settings

to increase social behavior in older and/or more‘seVerely handicapped

_persons than those 1nvo]ved in stud1es rev1ewed previously. Bornstein,

e]]ack and Hersen (1977) reported that a comb1nat1on of instructions,

!

\ de11ng, behav1ora1 rehearsa], and feedback was effect1ve in 1ncreas1ng'

e contact, voice vo]ume and Just1f1ed mand1ng of four unassertive

children between the ages of e1ght and eleven years These behaviors
4
maintained, as assessed during two and four week follow-up probes.

Hopk1n$ (1968) 1ncreased smiling behavior-with two mentally retarded boys
us1ng 1nstruct1ons, candy, and social re1nforcenent 'During an extensive
. follow- -up period, one boy showed maintenance of sm111ng behavior w1thout
’ further 1ntervent1on " For the other‘boy, ma1ntenance was ach191ed when
the schedu]e of candy re1nfo;cement gradually-was reduced. Stokes, Baer,; f;
"and Jackson (1974) found simple promptlng and shap1ng techn1ques‘to be
effective in increasfng the_approprjate'use of hand-waving behavior by

J
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Data regardlng the malntenance of this. social response were nof,re-

L s B )
four'severely menta]ly retarded youths in an institutiona1 sett1ng

;'ported' Lovaas, Koegel Slmmons and Long (1973) emp]oyed a variety: of .-
'-operant ‘teaching procedures, pr1mar11y prompting and reinforcement

: techniques, to increase pro-social responding such as 1anguage_and ap-:_f;'

prOprtate behavior with 20 autistic children in an {ntensjve_HE§1den?':-
tial treatment program Children who were returned to thetr‘naturaT -
homes after‘the1r parents had been trained to carry out the effectlve |
teach1ng procedures showed continued progress at’ 1nterva1s ranging from

one to four years after initial treatment. Chi]dren who were placed -on

)

‘an instntutionaf\ward revealed severe regress1on in pro- soc1a1 behaviorss

~ In summary, the treatnent approach of us1ng re1nforcement in’ con-
junction with instructions, prompting and/or live modeling seems to be
reliably effective for increasing the social skills of a varlety d} h
ch11dren and youth Further, many of the studies found in the litera-

ture report thﬁf soc1a] responding persisted after these 1ntervent10n

procedures were terminated. Generally, naturally occurring reinforcement_

efforts are used to exp1a1n this continued interaction. However, Hopkins

‘has caut1oned that when dealing w1th social behavior, the natural]y

voccurring reinforcers which can ma1nta1n newly acquired responses ‘also

can maintain undesireable, non-social behavior.  Thus, it appears
necessary to intervene in the natural environment to make available so-
c1a1 consequences contingent on appropriate social behavior After
that,vthe entrapment effect could occur naturally. Still, little 1s
known about the conditions which reliably produce endur1ng treatment

effects, and 1ittle has been ,done in the way of long-term evaluation of -

33
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ma1ntenance. ‘These areas should form the basis for future research

jrito the effects of comb1ned 1ntervent1on approaches such as thosé

d1scussed here. ' L -

Social Tutoring}(§oach1ng) : J o T

Several authors have investigated the effects of,soctal tutoring'
or coaching procedures, on cht]dren's‘social-bahavior at school. For
purposes of this review, the terms "social tutoring" and "coaching"v
will be used interchangeably. Social‘tutorinb refersvto-a multi-
component procedure in which an attempt is made to teach children con-
cepts of appropriate social 1nteract1on with their peers. AnAopportuhity
to practice the corresponding 1nteract1ve ski]]s &1th other ch11dreﬂ
then is prov1;ed, fo]]owed by feedback,from the tutor/baéed on the i
childfs perfonhance in the practice session. Most frequently, the con- :
cepts taught in tutoring efforts have included participatihg, cooperating,‘
communicating, and validatimng/supporting. Corresponding sk?]]s which‘
the child would practice and upon which she/he would rece{re feedback}
might include joining other_children for a game_at recess (part)cipatingL
working together with one or more other children on a common task (coop-
erating), talking to other children (communicating) and 1endihg atten- .
tion, help, or encouragement to another child (validating/supporting).

Most social tutoring studies appearihg.in the literature have been

carried out in public school settings with "socially isolated" children

" in grades three and four. Gottman.(1977) distinguished between socially

isolated and socially withdrawn children after finding no relationship

‘between peer acceptynce scores, as derived from sociometric assessment,

and peer interaction levels, as indicated by direct obserVation, for a
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group of 113 Head Start children. According to Gottmen, these two
measures of (soc1a1 non 1nvolvément) do not tap the same dimension.’

The ch11dren who typ1ca11y have been involved in social tutor1ng (coach-
ing) interventions have been ne1ther accepted nor reaetted, but-rather )

H1gnored, by their peers on soc1ometr1c assessments. Frequently in theSe
studies, peer interect%on.data heye'not been reported. _ | : : ;’

-0den and Asher;(1977) compered coaching with peer pairing and con-
trol conditions for(theirvrelqtive‘effects on the peer .involvement of
socia11y isolated tgird and tourth grade chi]dren: Direct observatton , QA

. measures of children's interaction frequencies shoned gains'fnnpertiei-v,

: pat1on for both gnoups However, sociometric measures of peer‘acceptance ';
revealed significant changes favor1ng "the ‘social tutor1ng procedures oﬁbu
In a one-year follow-up assessment, children who had rece1ved soc1a1 tu- -
toring a yedr earlter continued to improve on peer acceptance scores

~ from the play sociometric. |

Hymel and Asher (Note 8) compared an 1nd1v1dua11zed soc1a1 tutor1ng
paradigm with standardized tutor1ng and peer pa1r1ng procedures. The
individualized format involved tut0ring directed at specific interaction
deficits obsérued for each chi{d in this group. No differences were
found between any of the groups on e1ther observat1ona1 or sociometric -
méasures. The lack of d1fferences in observational da‘ta cdnf1rms the
outcomes of previously reported social tutoring studies. The absence of

,SOEiometric effects, however, is contrad?ctory to those of previous re-
ports. Despite the absence‘of a treetment effect, Hymel and Asher con-
ducted a seven month follow-up assessment and noted that neither chde-

ren's interaction frequencies nor sociometric statuses had changed.
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A variation of the‘standardized'social tutoring precedure was eual--j
uated'by Gottman, Gonso and Shuler (1976) The’ study employed v1deotape,'
role-playing, and coaching procedures to teach the skills of initiating,
friendship-making, ‘and referential cnnmunication Mlth two third-grade
isolated children. The treated subjects changed (one s1gn1f1cantly, one

" non- significantly) in soc10metr1c pos1tion between a pre- 1ntervention
assessment amd one conducted nine weeks following intervention. They
also changed in distribution of p!er contacts, but not in overall fre-
quency of peer interactions. Control children did not change on any of"
these measures.” The finding ‘of Gottman, Gonso, and Shuler tends to con-
firm results obtained by Oden and Asher (1977)»-- that soc1al tutoring -
procedures have different effects on observational ‘data than they do on
sociometric measures. -5\

‘ Although soc1al tutoring brocedures have much to recommend them, ;
“they hay;!little convincing data to support them. Available sociometric
data speak-wellnfor the tutoring paradigm. However, sociometric data
refSect Verbal"behavfor -- what children say they would do in a given
situation They inab;lity'of tutoring procedures to impact on children's
actual play behav1or .as represented by’ ‘their 1nteraction frequenc1es,
severely limits its applicability for children with low levels of peer

y 1nvolyement. Further, existing soc1al tutoring studies have treated too

lightly the 1ssue of behavioral maintenance. Until it can g& shown that

v .

~social tutoring- procedures increase children's interactive behav1or, and
that such behavior persists after 1ntervention has been terminated,s
tutoring used singly cannot be recommended as an effective fProcedure for

/
. increasing the peer involvement of socially isolated/withdrawn children.

¢ : N L - .(‘
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At present, it can be recommended only as one.component of a mulat- :

[N

element 1ntervention'package. o ! 7

i — A PO

Verbal Correspondence - T . . T
: Most successful efforts ‘to change children's beha for have brought Ny

| important responses under the contro] of stimuld externa] to the chi]d ‘
such as physical surroqnd1ngs, the gresence of other ch1]dren, or in-
structions from other adults. In verbal corresbcndehce; children's

~ motor behavior can be brought under the control of st1mu]1 internal to

" the child, e.g., seL‘jgenerated verbal responses. Basically, this tech—
ﬁique involves reinforcing evchild's vergel reports which accurately |

reflect his/her non-verbal behavior. In a short-time, the individual's

non-verbal behavior can come under the control of h her verbal ‘respons-

‘es. Several authors have used this paradigm to enhancé, socially re]fL
vant behaviors in young ch1]dren
| procedure to

7 ¢
increase the use of specific p];y-mater1a1s by d1sadvantaged prelschool *

R1s1eyj§nd Hart (1968) u;éa a verbal corresponden

children. Children in one group_were reinforced wjﬁh séecks/for verbal
reports of toy use congruent with the1r actua]luse. After éxpesure to
this procedure across a series of play materia]s, reinforcement for re-
ported use of the materla]s was sufficient to maintain ch1ldren s actua]
play behavior, Succinctly stated, "saying" came to control "doing". With
a second group of children exposed to the same procedures, reports de-
creased to correspond with actual material usage frequencies.- Apparently,

in order to maintain children's performances of the non-verbal components

.
s

in the-format, their verbal reports would have to continue at high levels. -

Requiring a verbal report from a child regarding his activitﬁ_in an

37
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;important'area thus would seem to be an gff# t means of progrmmm1ng

.

_the ﬁaintenance of ﬂ%at behavior. The findings of Risley anq~Hart have '
been supported by others. Israel and 0 Leary (1973) Qpplied corres- | |

‘ pondence procedures to the free p]ay behaVior of 16 Head Start chi}dren. .
y Reinforcement for verbal behavior alone was 1ns~uff1c1ent—éo produce - |

correspondence, as d‘

ined by increases‘in bdis_verbal and non-verbal'

S

behavior. Reinfor flent which was contingent on both verba] and non-. ’

. verbal behavior ,p?quced correspondence when children s behaVior was
structured in a #say-do:' sequence, but:zpt when a "do-say" ordering was -
imposed. - "Do-say" training was effective only after previous "say-do"

. [}

. experience. Nd‘malntenance of these effects was reported. In a Subse-

I's

quent investigation with two groups’ of norma] four-year -01d children
‘in a Head Start program, Israe] and‘Brown (1977) found no differences in
reffectiveness between correspondence training conducted with chiidren
having prior verbal training and that carnied out with‘children having
no such training histOry. IReinforcement only for reports of play material .
usage, regard]ess of actual play behavior (a component of all previous
_ research on verbal correspondence), may be unnecessary to the development
of correspondence. No maintenance of correspondence effects was reported f
in this study. |
Verbal correspondence procedures recently have been extended to'
child socia) behaviors 3;her than toy use and .free-play. * Rogers-Warren
and Baer (1976) combin€d correspondence and live: modeling to teach sharing
and peer praising to normal pre- schoo] children. Reinforcement for . any
“reports (true or untrue) of these behaviors increased on]y_reporting,

Reinforcement for true reports increased both reporting aad—aetuala“"'
. - o |

s
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behaviors ’Shartng'behaviors showed some generality to a second setting.
L1n1!Zh maintenarce of sharing ang/pra1s1ng responses occurred dqr1nd// |
treatment reversal phases, but the durability issue was not discussed
by the authors. Rogers-warren, yarren, and Baer (1977) conducted a

_ component analysis of the verbal correspondence prqcedure with the

' shar1ng behavior of e1ght:norma1 four-year-o]d ch11dren 1n a daycare .
program Modeling of . shar1ng alone and in combination with re1nforcement
for modeyled reports of sharing, self-reporting, re1n§orqement for any
report of shar1ng, and Te1nforcement only for accurate reports. of shar- -
ing were evaluated. 0n1y the .1ast of these components -- re1nforcement
for accurate reports of sharing -- ‘produced high levels of reporting
and sharing for all SubJectS Maintenance Was not evaluated. This
f1nd1ng'1s congruent with that reported by Israe] and Brown (1977)

The verbal correspondence paradigm holds cons1derab1e prom1se as a

 cost-efficient method for making progress with a variety of social
behaviors in young children. Future research in this area should focus
on the extens1on of the procedures to other target behav1ors and subject
populat1ons and on the maintenance of behavior which has been 1ncreased

. -

through correspondence training. .

N

_ Limitations of Research on thg/aemedwat1on of
. - Social Isolation/Withdrawal in School-age Children’
The researcn reviewed above reflects some outstanding work in the
area of childhood social interactipn. Col]ff?ive1y, the outcomes of those
A-' studies represent tremendous advances in our bility,tO'increase peer
4;nvolvement for Tow 1nteracting chiidren. Yet, the state of the.tech-

" nology in this area reveals several critical weaknesses which provide

e /7 N T <: o
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’ the.dfregtion for’%uture research: - ? - , ;k .
1. Many of ihe studies:c;pducted to ddte have}invbTVed ver) small -
:numberé of subjects, some only. on§ child. Although N=1 studies repre- -
sent ?mportant‘cohtributions to the Titerature, replications 6f these
‘studies are needed to.ver{fy thaf the'procedure describe& can be used
-Veffectiveiy wifh other Chi]d}en, by otherAinteryention agents, and in .
ofher settings. The more replications of a given treatment effectvihat'~
~ can be documented, the greatef our confidence in the program can be.
2. The outcomes from investigations of a given broced&re are not
| always consistent with_one another. Research is needéd’which;dglineateg
the cbnditions under whith'a given procedure cén.bé expected to be effec~
tive. At the same time, related research could be conducted on mod§fica-
‘1g tions of tge proceduhe'which would allow its extension to other popula-
tions, targéi behaviors, or settings; and/or to more cost-efficient .

7 - *
implementations,, ' ’

..
2,

" 3:i_Past reégérch ha§ failed to place adequate emphasds. on evalua-
ting behanoral ma{ntenan;e. FoAdTow-up monitoring which has been
conducteayioo often has been infrequent, has provided insuf%icient’:

R information‘to,evaluate maintenance ‘effectively, or has not contihued-
Tong enough to permit assessment of the long-term durabih’ty of treatment
effects. Maintenance evaluation schedules are needed which provide
information in frequent'inferva]s of ;eve?a] days each and which con-
_tinue~¥:;,seéera1 months. If, through such evaluations, init{§1 treat-
ment effects arelfouﬁd not to péfsist, strategies peed o be implemented °

\ to facilitate maintenance. It is this problem which providjg’the topic

for the second mdjor section of this review.
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" Maintepgfce of Social Interaction in Children

The maintenance of'previowiish@s’ociai behavior' ineouel oy

'young children will be discussed in this section:.,First maintenance

"‘will be, defined, conceptualized, and Justified Next, some ways in
'which maintenance can be studied and evaluated wi be examined :
Finally, several means by which maintenance can be programmed gFlibera—-‘;v“

tely when it does not ceur naturally will be reviewed

‘

._\Defining.and Conceptualiz{:g Maintenancé “;b_ h

Baer wolf, and Risley (19657 discussed several features‘which
characterize the discipline of applied behavior analys1s. Among them-is-
| the generality of behaVior change | According to these authors (p. 96),
generality may take any:of three forms. Initial treatment effects may
i "prove durable over time" (maintenance), may "appear in a wide variety
of possible env1ronments" (stimulus generalization), or may "spread to\
“awide ‘variety of related/gehaViors" (response generalization) It is
the first of these possthbilities with which we will be most concerned
in this report Conway and Bucher (1976’7defined maintenance in terms

Y
e of the resistance of ehaVior change to extinction whe

intervention
procedures are w1thdrawn in the treatment setting, or when they are
‘absent in an extra therapeutic env1ronment will the behaVior‘change
produced by the procedures persist7 . .

why should we be interested in the maintenance of behaVioral

_’)——k‘)

o intervention effects? At Tleast three reasons can be cited:

’//// . 1.

vention are likely to. expect long term improvement from paid profesSional
49
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Cliﬁﬁial considerations -- Clients who seek behaVioral inter—

(=



BT L S e } /\7 3.
o services‘i For the cliént's long-term benefit, intervent%gnistS“shouid

]

. Y :
do everything possibl to maximize the impact of services‘Np]ivered.
2. Cost con51d rations -- From a cost- benefit standp01nt, the
benefit of an intervention ‘would compare mosz favorab]y with its costs

when its- genera]ity 1s max1mized -- particularly when the Iong -term

maintenance of the effect can be %acilitated

3. Sciedtific con51derations -- As stated by Baer, Wolf, and
N

Risley” (1968), A comprehens1ve technology of behav1pr change must 1nc1ude

. the capacity ﬁo evaluate and, where necessary, to program the maintenance

of treatment effects. '

K]

(- For‘these and other reasons, professionals cannot afford to ignore

P

questions surrounding behavioral durability. To summarize‘the state of

know]edge concerning behav1ora1 maintenance, the remainder of this review
K w111 dea] w1th reports appearing in the profess1ona] 11terature of ways

1n which maintenance has been evaluated and strategies by which it has
been programmedf )

I : ‘Evaluating Maintenance .
4 o -
Several tactics are avai]ab]e for evaluating-maintenance’oi beha-
“vioral treatment effects. | |
DURIED Comparing fo]]ow-up data with prev1ous1y collected data. * Some
degree of maintenance might be 1nd1cated if the treated 1nd1v1dua1 is
, responding anywhere between pre-test and post-test 1eve1s during fo]iow-
up assessment,i However, the importance %f the maintenance finding’must

" be judged in terms of (1) the amount of time which has passed since

post-test assessment, (2) the amount of data available in fo]]ow-up,
> /«Al o : Y
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(3) the current lével of responding of the in#ividual, and (4) the

Ry

trend of the:fo116yrup data. If the_fo]]ow-op is condutted-more than a

 few days aftervtoé,pogt:test;'if.it_includes more than a single measure-
ment, if the level of responding has not?fa]]en'off too sharp1y since

intervention; and if the follow-up data are not trending'in a Counten-
therapeutic direction, then it could be concluded that a socially sig-
nificant level of maintenance has been achieved.

2. Comparing follow-up data with appropriate_norms. Norms can

be established by determining naturally occurrtng‘meanﬂ1eve1s for the

1A ' : ¢ . ’ .
behavior(s) of interest among persons nat referred for intervention.

Walker and Hops (1976) illustrated the use-of norm#tive data in a school

ly valuabfe basis for evaluating both treatment and maintenance etfects

on a variety:of behaviors in man& difterentnsettings. g

) 3. Comparing data during reversal or criterion reduction phases.

Jf respond1ng rema1ns at or near treatment levels during these conditions,
her than revert1ng to previous baseline or Tower criterion 1eve1s,

evidence accrues attesting to the durability of the effect. This approach

has one obvious disadvantage when compared to the follow-up approach --

it takes place phi[e the expériment is still in progress and thus repre-

" sents no real evaluation of behavioral persistence'across time, save for

the few days of the reversal or criterion reduct1on phase. In additioh,
ach1ev1ng maintenance, as eva]uated 3¥ this strategy, might prec]ude
va$1dat1ng the effect of the intervention procedure (Hartmanngand
Atkinson, 1973).‘ In a reversa] des1gn, for example, a return to near-g?

baseline levels of respond1ng is critical for the explication of an

[

-

_setting and pointed out that the use of such data can provide'an extremef,'s
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\ expehimental effect. Howe Ve, a return to such Tevels also indicates
A ;felfailure b ach%eve‘maintenance. The two ctherné seem to be inextri-
,cap}y opposed, ﬁhd would-be maintenance evaluators are advised to use
the fo]]owAup strategy alone or in‘combinatﬁpn with the normative data
’ procedure whenever poss1b1e o _. - .
"""ﬂ_ As ment1oned prev1ous]y, most 1nvest1gators who have eva]uated
maintenance have found that it infrequently occurs spontaneously.‘
. Con;equently, some studies have attempted to achieve maintenance effectél.!’
-:de11berate1y through direct programm1ng These efforts haVe led to the
gradual deve]opment of a small group of techn1ques wh1ch cont1nue to be
"~ evaluated for the1r~ab1]1ty to produce behav1ora] durability. In the

next section, these techniques will be reviewed. - o

[y

Programming Maintenance

“

Invest1gat1ons of strategf%s for programming genera11zat1on of be-
‘ hav1ora] treatment effects have become more frequent n recent years.
This growth has allowed various reviewers to beg]n'categori;ing the work
~~which has-been done and to impose phe]iminary strPcture on this reseaych
area. Stokes and Baer (1977) have Written one o# the mdst'cqmpreheh;ive'
'reviews to date on the phenomenon of generalization. TheyKOffer a’ -
structure for brogrammed genera]izatﬁon research which cludes n{ne .
categories. Seven of these categories deal specifica]l;faith tactics
- for .producing cahry-oveh of treatment efteéts across étimuli, responses,
or time. Of the two‘remaihing classifications offered E&'Stokes ahdléaer,
one dea]s exc]us1ve1y with asseiﬁﬂent of generalization; the other with

extending treatment programming beyond the original st1mu]us cond1t1ons

A . . . ' L

3.
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' or targebibehaviors The present review adapts the structure presented
by Stokes and Baer, refines the number of categories to seven, and dea1s’
exc1u51veﬂy vith the phenomenon of programmed genera]ization across

. time (maintenance) The revised categories (after Stokes and Baer,
’1972) are: ,(1) using natural contingencies, (2) programming common
stimuii;,(3) using indiscriminative pontingencies:'(4) mediatingpgen-
eralization (maintenance); (5f.trainihg sufficient exemplars; (6) train-

ing to.?eneraiize (maintain); and (7) programming muitipie components.

Using Natural Cohtingencies

@

~To a then fledgling field of behavior analysis, Ayllon and Azrin
(1968) made severaf recommendations for effective behavioraivprogramming.
Among them was the suggestion to teach beh\:ﬁors which Tikely wouid be
.maintained by the natural env1ronment after direct teaching had been
terminated. That advice is no less timeiy today, a decade after it was
first offered.. Developing behavior which can\be supported eventua]]y by
natUraiiy_occurring continger.ies is an approach which has much to re-
commend jt. Perhaps i . is no other procedure which 1s potentiaiiy
asvsimp1e~and as effoctive. Baer and Wolf (1970) discussed the pract1ce
of appea11ng to natural sources of reinforcement very clearly in their
. presentation of the llentrapment theor Tikening the maintenance of
behavior to;the trapping of a moUse./jBasicaiiy, the authors‘have
claimed, if one can teach.a child a %esponse which will, allow him/her
entry into an on-going cowmunity ot reinforcement, that community‘wiii
‘maintain the respc .ven‘after~forma1 programming.hasvended. Although
their work preceded the discuss1on by Baer and Wolf (1970) Hall. and
Broden (1967) and Buell, Stoddard Harris, and Baer (1968) also reported‘»k

. . v . .
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thermaintepance of newly acquired behavjor in children through natﬁra]]y
"_occurring'reinfdrcemeﬁt'coﬁtjngencies.. It appears_froh this early re-
seacch that fintervention delivered through agents in a chi]d?s natural
environment can produce behaV1or change which pers1sts across t1me It
furtheH has bq&n postulated that 'such persistence may be - attr1gutab1e
'/xo unprogrammed cont1ngenc1es operating in the natural env1ronment,Land£
that ‘these contingencies can be re]ied[upon to maintain newly acquired',
ch11d behav1or 1ndef1n1te]y More recent research has relied 1ess on
natura]]y occurr1ng cont1ngenc1es~to maintain newly developed behav1or.f_‘
and has focused more on. programmed contingencies to ach1eve ‘this e;fect
Walker and Buckley (1972) used peer re-programm1ng and teacheré/
"trairing as two methods of faci]itatihg the generalization and maiﬁten-
ance of academic.and social behavior in regular c]assroom~settfhg;‘f0r{
children who had been treated in an exper1menta1»c]ass A two month
fo]]ow-up showed peer rearogramm1ng to be the most, effect1ve strategy
among procedures used in producing durable- treatment effects / S1m11aﬂ35
Walker, Hops, and Johnson_(1975) reported’that when regularzclass_teach-
ers were gfven consultation services and university credit with grades
contingent upon the chi]d's‘performaﬁce, they were able tc support the
experimental classroom gains made by behavior.prpblem stddentsvwhen :
those chi]dren were retirned to redu]ar class p]acements.' These
children showed maintenance of treatment effects during a four month "
follow-up assessment conducted at the beginning of the subsequeﬁt aca-,
demic year. Children who had not received prdgrammed'maihtenance train-

RN . . " ..
ing in a regular classroom did not evidence the same levels of continued

appropriate behavior in follow-up. Jones and Kazdin (1975), after using

&
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a token-baseg\ie;nforcement,system to control the 1nappropr1a£e motor
behavior of four mildly mentally retarded spudents in a SpecialiedUca—
tion e1assroom, used peer and teacher praise alone to produee mainten-
“ance of the béha;ior as assessed by follow-up phases of two and nine\_
weeks; These fandings provide evidence that programmed contingencies -
implemented by agents native to the‘natdral environment can be used " *.
effectively to maintain behaVioral'improvement fn1t1a11y brougnt
about by more direct and pbwepfgl.interventions. |
Both earlier and more recen> efforts in the area of behavioral
maintenance ultimately have depe ded upon unprogrammed stimuli in a
natnral environment to maint 4n treated behavior indefin{tely. However,'
one cannot always rely. on ngiural agents to continue their support of
trained behavionlor on naturally occurring contingencies to trap and
develop entry responses. On occasion, the support of the agents might |
itself have‘to be supported; likewise, newiy developed entry responses
: occas1ona1]y m1ght escape the influence of naturally occurring cont1n-
gencies. When one of these poss1b111t1es exists,.the subject of the ,
intervention can be taugh; to “recru1t an available but dormant, natural
community of reinforcement to maintain his/her behavior" (Seymour. and f
Stokes, 1976;' Graubard, Rosenberg,, and M111er, 1971). If this can'be
done successfully, the probab111ty 1s greater that the behav1or of 1

parties will persist.

Programming Common Stimuli o ' .

A second means by which newly developed behavior might be maintained

is by programm1ng common stimuli. In this approach. salient stimuli
‘ ,z*
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from a training environmént are introddced into the child‘s natural
enVironment. If it. can be demonstrated that the stimuli are function-

al in faci]itating'performance of the behavier in the new setting and/or -
acrﬁss time, then it can be said that génera]ization and/or maintenance
0f the behavior have been programmed. Perhaps thé‘best stimu]iAto

employ in this strategy are the child's peers. Physicaf stimuli in the
environment, actions of adu]%é} subject-produced cues, andllanguage
provide other examp]eé of stimuli Wbich'coqu be programmed-across.
se;éihgs and/or time. | \ '*ﬁ
L r walkefwgnd Buckley (1972) achieved both stimulus generalization and

—

maintenance of academic and social responding in conduct problem chi}dren
who initially were’tredted in an exberimenta] classroom setting. By
programming common academic materials, teaéher procedures,»:nd behavioral
conséquences across settings, the authors Were able fo facilitate‘con-
tinued appropriate academic and social behavior by the children across
settings and into time. Although the prog;amming common stimd]i approach
- is demonstrated refative]y infréquently in the literature, itsease of
use, potential low cost, and possib]ereffectiveness make itva p;;cedure

‘worthy of consiﬂeﬁatiop,whem one is faced with the problem of programming

'gengg?]ization and maintenance of treatment effects.

Using_Indi§cﬁiminatiVe Co}tfngenciéé |
. One approach to maintaiﬁing behavior involves a gradual réduction‘
in the discﬁiminabi{ity of reinforcement contingencie§. SeQera] methods
_.for accomplishing this change are avai1ab];xr?Among tth’are alfering theb

schedule of reinforcement, increasing the delay of reinforcement, using
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non-contingent reinforcement, and gradually removing or fading the
contingency. An even more basic issue than any of these, however, is

whethey the persons 1nvo]ved:w111 be informed direct]y.aboutfthe contin-

.gency or not. Resick, Forehand, and Peed (1974) examined this issue

with 32 children in a daycare program.' The children's instruction
following behavior. was established with tangibie'Jnd verbal reinforcers.
For someuaf the children, the cont1ngency was stated d1rect1y in advance.

For the others, it was not. Non-prestatement of the cont1ngency facyl-

\\&

itated maintenance of instruction following behavioy Pre-statement of

the arrangement enabled the children to discr1m1nate between the avail-

‘ab111ty and the non-availability of re1nforcement ard produced less Ja

!
maintenance. wh11e this result is part1cu1ar1y 1nterest1ng for the

study of behavioral persistence, the use of intermittent schedules of
re1nforcement in the study obscures interpretation of the effect.

4

Kazdin and Polster (1973) offered a demonstration of the effects

" of 1nterm1ttent reinforcement on the ma1ntenanc( of mod1f1ed social

behavior. Two adult, mentally retarded ma]es who were employed in a
sheltered work environment and who exhibited Tow levels of involvement
with co-workers were tafght through a continuous token reinforcement
procedure to interact w1th other emp1oyees During a brief reversal

phase, the men's levels of 1nteract1on wh1ch had increased cons1derab1y

during the 1ntervent1on, returned to near base11ne levels. ,Subsequent]y,

the authors programmed intermittent token reinforcement for one worker
while cont1nu1ng the other on a continuous schedule. Dur1ng a final
five day reversal per1od the worker who had been on the 1nterm1ttent

arrangement continued interacting with his peers. The “werker who had

wa
W
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. received only continuous reinforcement again reverted to a low level of

interaction. A]thoughfthese results ware not unequjvqpal,.theyvare suf-
ficjept]yrsqggestive to arouse curiosity over the pqssibi]ity‘df using
intermittent reinforcement as ah approach to bkogram maintenapce ofﬂ
initial behavior changé. i
Hops, Greenwood, and Ford (NQte 9) investigated the maintenance
effects of schedu]ing-on a 1on§-term basis. After estab]isﬁing a cri-

terion level of appropriate classroom behavior in a group of 30 sixth

grade children previously labeled as "out of control"; Hops, et.al. _

reduced the frequency of group consequénces from a continuous to a

.

variable basis using a perfui.. - loftery to determine when the con-

tingency would be fulfilled. Ther terms o* ! dep 07~ were

changed over tiMle : ~ reduce i h: the 1e§gl of support ror appropriate
& ;

classroom behavior.- A though these procedures produced moderate levels

of maintenance initially, indications were noted that the children's

behgwior during a three month follow-up was ngt stable. Still, the use
of the 1ottery-baséd maintenance system is aQSinteresting approach, and
further rese_réh to explore its applications and limitations is recom-
mended. . T differenceibe%weeh fhis study and that of Kazdin and ‘
Polster -- beyond obvious subject, behayior, and setting differences --

might be not so.much in maintenance effects achieved as in duration of

‘ fo]]dw-qp conducted: Muchican be learned from dimfnishing maintenance

. effects, as well as from stable performances, and more researchers should

collect long-term follow-up data as was done'by Hops, et.al.. Such data
are negded if we are to establish and refine procedures which will
produce Tong-term behawioral persistence.

r—~
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The use of 1nterm1ttent re1nforcement to maintain behav1or also has
bgen described by Koegel and R1ncover.(1977). The authors first used
prompting and reinforcement procedures to teach novel motor pehauiors ( _
to six autistic children in a residential setting. Once these beha-
viors were established, Koegel and Rincover were able to study the per-
' ~sistence of the responses. .Two characteristics of this study are unique .

i

~ to research on durability of treatment effects: (1) the responses for .

which maintenance was studied actually were generalized responses from f,,;\
a laboratory training setting; and (2) in addition to using intermittent
reinforcement during response training, the authors also examined'the

effects of non:tontingent reinforcement in the generalization setting B

. ,

as an,approachbto azhieving maintenance of generalized responding. Both
intermittent scheduling of reinforcement aud non-cohtingent reinforcsfsit////’
were found to facilitate persistence of treatment effects in the genéra14“r '

jzed setting. The arrangement which produced the most maintenance con-

Ld : . .
- sisted of a combination of the two reinforcement components -- intermit-

\__/f—‘)
o

tent contingent reinforcement iu the training setting and intermittent
non-contingent reinforcement in the geneﬁglizaf;on'sett1ng This study
goes one step beyond previous scheduling research to suggest that the
addition of ocgbsiona] non-contingent reinforcement to a progressively
attenua%ing schedu]é of reinforcement might further enhance the dura-
.bility’of behavior produced under the original schedule. This potentially
1mportant finding merits further study.

Greenwood Hops, Delguadri, and. Gu11d (1974) reported on the main-

tenance of appropriate classroom behav1or of students in three ékmmntary

schoo] classrqoms following intervention with a'packaged}program .

£
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consisting of rules, feedback,»aLd group and individual contingencies.

Once -appropriate behavior had been established, incrg%sing delays we;A :
N e

inserted between the students' classroom performances and access to re-

- _inforcing group activities. Follow-up data collected three weeks after”

program termination indica'ted that treatment effects were persisten;.

Several factors, including the programmed reinforcement delzys, could be

used to expyfin this observed durability, but the authors atknowledge

that attribution of the effect can not 25 determined adequately from the

study. Still, the finding adds %ypport to the possibility that reinforce-

. ment delays faci Zf&e maintenance. Further support for the use of rein-

forcement delays hJs been added by Jones and Kazdin (1975), who usgd token
reinforcément_procedures to control inappropriaté motor behaviors of
four mildly mentally retarded children in a special education classroom.
As one component of a maintenance brogramming package, reinforcement de-
lays were inserted between'chi1dren's behavior and avajlab]e group con-
sequences. Two agd nine week follow-up data lent credibiiity to the
practice of using delayed reinforcement as oﬁe of a ;eries of procedures
to\enhance behavioral bersistence subsequent to intervention.

Perhaps fhe surest approach td take wh;n programming,maintenance
is one in which several potential maihtenance-pfoducing prdcedufes are -
combined. Greenwood (Noté 10) provided an example of this str?tegj.
Gréenwoqd used a classroom tokeﬁ economy to increase, appropriate in\p1ass
;béhavior among a group of 24 elementary-age children with a'Yariefy of
iearning aﬁd behavior problems. Once classroom behavior was:uhder\con-

trol, Greenwood began attenuating the reinfurcemeht system in several

ways: by increasing the bghavioral requirements qu\reinforcemént; by
-~ ) i : -

4 -
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‘increasing the time between token acquisition and token exchange; by

- inf]ating the:prices of back~2p}(ejnforcers, and by replacinyg phys1ca1
with symbo]ic tokens. Thesewattenuat1og procedures were carried out
with no observable Ioss of control over the children's behavior.
A]though research still is needed to 1so]ate single techn1ques which are -
functional in producing-flaintenance of modified behavior, Gneenwood s
maintenance package strategy has much to recommend it, especially 4n !
situations where clinical considerations outweigh those of research.

That is, the multi-facéted programmind approach should have a greater

1 «

maintenance-producing copabi1ity.
A final approach to the challenge of making reinforcement contingen-
cies indiscriminative may beﬂfound in the practice of program fading --
‘the gradual removal of intervention components. An example of this
approach has been provided by Greenwood, Hops, and Walker (3977). The
authors first used a packaged 1ntervent1on program to increase academic
survival skills in a group of 36 children representing six pr1mary 1eve]
Lppb]ic school classrooms. Following estab11shment of appropriate work :
and study behaviors, each of the six classrooms involved was assigned
. to one of three maintenance conditions. For two of the. classrooms, the
packaged intervention program was terminated," and unprogrammed maintenance
i, was eva]uated " For two additional c1assrooms, the full program was
cont1nued. For the final two classrooms, the components of the packaged
program were faded out systematically. During a n1ne week follow-up
' period, the program termination group showed maintenance in one out of
twoeintervention periods; the program fade-out group showed maintenance

in both periods. Not unexpectedly, the program continuation group alsa

© ~ 3
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continued to perform academic _urvival skills in both periods. The

results for the program terminat‘un group speak well for the maintehance-
producing capab111ty of the packaged 1ntervent1on program. Theifindings
with the program fade-out group also speak wel] for the’program and for
the systemat1c fade-out procedures. More research is needed to esta-
blish the procedures and parameters of effective fading for other inter-

-«

vention programs, subjects, and behaviors.

Mediating Generalization

Stokes and Baer (1977) used the term, "mediated generalization" to

refer to carry-over of treatment effects which may be praduced by pro-

cedures requiring subject invo]vement'tn implementation of the indepen-
dent variab]e.'fExamp1es_of such procedures,ﬁncluégbverbaf eOrrespondehoe
and self-control paradigms. In both approaches, the subject must mediate
‘or br1dge the gap between second party control and his/her ‘own behavior.

In the former, the gap may be med1ated by 1anguage, in. the 1atter, it is

12

med1ated by one or more‘components,of self-control -- self-assessment,

k4

self-recording, se]f—instructiné, self-determination of reinforcement,
self-administration .of reinforcement, etc. If the subject cap be taught

 to bridge this 'gap, his/her niediating behavibr -- the verbdl or self-

. ¢ Ve . . ‘ . .
controlling response -- might come to-contro]-hrs/her target behavior,

thus obv1at1ng the need for contro] by an external agent and fac111tat1ng
the maintenance of the target behavior. 5evera1 studies using a.verbal

‘correspondence parad1gm to deve]op soc1a1 sk111s in young children
e 4]

) a]ready have been deScr1bed Unfortunately, none_of these studies deals

with the-question of behav1ora1 maintenance folloying termination of the - .
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- interventionQprocedures'v cdnjecture leadshone tonredict-that verhal
-ﬁf correspondence procedures might have maintenance facilitating capa-. ,%g
bilities However, empirical verificafionﬁof this §u;picion remains’
- to be undertaken Fortunately, the study of maintenance prdﬂ\ced o
thrOugh mediation by self- contnol is more advanced |
Broden: Hall, and MlttS (1971) used self recording procedures to .
' increase the in-class study behav1or»of a normal eighth grade. girl.
Initially, the g1rl s behavior did.not maintain during a brief treaunent'
reversal period Reinstateme:f of the procedure re- established a high ~
'-'““*level of study“behav1or“‘“Teacher praise -then replaced self recgﬁding
‘ ' procedures, and finally, praise also ‘was terminated Study behav1or B
: 5’ continued ‘uninterrupted throughout these final - two phases, suggesting
that self record1ng and‘natural contingencies ‘can produce durable treat-
ment effects Glynn, Thomas, and- Shee (1973) also reported on the use
.of selgfcontrol procedures to ma1nta1n study behav1or After the on-
task behavior of 37 normal second grade children was established through
external cont1ngenc1es, a four-component-self;control procedure,was
'1mplemented Self-assessment, self-recording, and,selfadete%minationv:
and administration of reinforcement maintained on-task behav1or at exter-
nal control levels throughout f1ve and seven week follow-up periods
Findings similar to those of Glynn, et. al were. reported by Thomas (1976)
;who employed-, self- assessment with preferred activ1ty back-up re1nforcers
to 1mprove the on-task behavior of e1ght normal second grade children in
a regular public school classroom Children S on- task behavior 1ncreased

during implementation of the self control procedure and maintained at

treatment levels for_mo?§ than two months .

b4 S
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- Self-control. procedures also have been reported to fac111tate'
';lL malntenance of - treatment effects for prob]em children outs1de of the
0 fegular school env1ronment Turkew1tz 0'Leary, and Ironsm1th (1915)1
T t:awarded po1nts and back- -up re1nforcers within a toten re1nforcement
system for accurate se]f rat1ngs by - e1ght severe]y disrupt1ve ch11dren,,
'Zages 7 11, who were enro]led 1n an after ‘school tutor1ng program 0nce' ?ﬁ
A s1gn1f1cant ga1ns had been ach1eved in ch11dren s social and academ1c
'behavtors, the requ1rement that ch11dren_s self-ratings mg%ch'teachers
~.-ratings of;the chi]dren's behavior'was.faded unti]_subjects‘contro »_d
'their own point dﬁstribution vaack-up reinforcers-a]so~were faded
Disruptive behav1or was ‘reduced markedly by the intervention procedure,
'and treatment effects ma1nta1ned dur1ng the per1od in which back-up
Y re1nforcers no- longer. were ava11ab1e R ’ o
Takengtogether,-the{f1nd1ngs‘of the few studies reviewed here sug-
gestrthat:béhavforal maintenance may be achieved by giVingAsubjects one
| or more cr1t1ca1 skills wh1ch may be used to mediate the gap between
externa] control ;nd their own behavior. Well- estab11shed se]f—contro]
| strategies offerkconsjderahle.promise fn_a]]ow1ng subjects act1ve1y to
_ mai tain-their own behawior: Hopefully, future research in thevarealof
. verbal correspondence will establish the effectiveness of that technfque

}
in producing behavioral persistence, as well. -
’ A -

Training Sufficient Examplars X

Dur1ng its br1ef history, behav1or\$\}ntervent1on had been charac-

-j ter1zed by an emphas1s on establishing behav1or w1th1n a very narroy

range of stimu]i. Precise adherence to the theoretica] model of behavior

- - -
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change has requ1red change agents to br1ng a spec}ffc response under
the control of a part1cu1ar ‘stimulus through application of a carefu]ly,
de]jneated consequence. By follo&ang th1s-parad1gm, researchers have

been able to demonstrate repeated]y that.a funct1ona1 analysis of be-

~

havior is poss1b1e in applied sett1ngs In. recent years, people have

-

come to be 1nterested in practical 1ssues‘?e1ated to behavior- change --
whether responses s1m11ar to a targeted response can be changed con-
current}y, whether behavior changes can occur S)ﬂkjtaneously under
st‘lmulus cond1t1ons otker: than those present in traifiing \and whether
behav10r changes will persist in ttme._.One seemingly obvious approach
t0'achieving these desireab]e side effects is to instruct the subject to
perform behav1ors related to the trained behavior, to do so in a var1ety
of related stimulus cond1t1ons, and to continue do1ng SO 1ndef1n1te1y
However, use of instructions to achteve generalized effects of behav1or
chanoe js not supported by available data. Hops ,. Greenwood, and Guild
(Note 11) found that instructing teachers to increase praise in'one‘per-
;od after being trained to-do so in a previoos period was ineffectiye.

Reliance upon the instruction-following behavior of our clients will not

" move us far toward a technoTogy of behavioral generalization. And-so we

begin to look for other ways to accomplish these more widespread effects

‘ W

of our work. ' B ' . P
. One” approach to more eff1c1ent behavior change is offered by the

direct 1nstruct1qga1 “modet of teach1ng (Bateman and Carn1ne 1977)

. This model establishes generalized correct respond*ng by teach1ng con-

cepts and operations related to a targeted behavior. New 1nstanceS'of )

a concept are presented until a concept is formed. Although this Model

s
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l has. been applied almost eXclusiueiy to the development’of'academic
skills in primary age sqhoo] children, its appgicability ranges vir-
o tua]ly to every effort of~behav1or change. This point is 111ustrated
in a study conducted by Stokes, Baer, and Jackson (1974)
.Stokes, et. al\‘used prompting and shaping procedures to establish
_afs1mp1e social greeting respapse (hand-aning) in four institutionalized,
. severely mentally retar ed chi]dren The procedures were effective in
establishing the, behavigpr readily, but the children 3 responses were’
1imited to the presenéépof the ind1v1dua1s by whgm they were- trained.
5Subsequent1yg training was re-introduced by a second trainer who was
',‘accompanied by the first trainer with the onset of this expanded
'txaining, children began using the soc1a1’greeting response in the pre-
sence of other staff members who never had trained them. These results
suggest that the’ children acqu¥red the concept, "wave when I see an_adu]t
. staff.membEr and/or when she7he_waves at me." Although Stokes, et. a]
do not report whether the trained chiidren also used thejgreeting re-
sponse with jother children or w1th non- staff adults, their level of per-
'formance at the end of the study clearly represéents an examp]e of gen-
keralized,responding; and this responding apparently uas brought about
by introduction of the second\trainer. Seemingly, one aiso could
program. across other stimulus dimensions or across re]ated\responses to -
produce similar enera]izedaetfects. ihe question 6f how many examples
constitute a sufficient -number of instances to form a concept when
training suffic1ent exemp]ars has not yet been answered empirically.

Given that the children “in.the Stokes, et.al. $tudy, characterized as

severely retarded, required only two stimulus instances to begin
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genera11zed responding, 1t is - poss1b1e that the number will be 1&35 than
we might pred1ct It is hoped that research w111 be undertaken 1n the

- pear future to expand upon our knowledge of this form of programmed

[ —

<

-generaltzat1on Spec1f1ca11y of 1nterest for this review is the ques-u
tion of whether concepts estab11shed through the tra1n1ng of sufftcient
emplars w111 hoTd up over time. If the approach can be used to pro-
duce generalized social respond1ng in other SubJBCtS. an jndividual's -
chanE%s that one of those responses. wil] ga1n entry into’ a natural |
'commun1ty of re1nforcers w111 be mu1t1p11ed, and the poss1b111ty that

h1s/her behav1or then w111 persist will be enhanced greatly.
, §

4

Tra1n1ng to Generalize !

Stokes and Baer (1977) d1scussed "tra1n1ng to generaﬂlze“ as a
,final approach to programming genera11zat1on of treatment effects ,In
this strategy, genera11zation is treated as a response and is consequated.
Its primary character1st1c is that it has not been taught djrectly to
the subject. Reinforcenzrt might be made~avafhb1e only for novet){ '

responses or for mowemen. a]ong a speci jed generalizat1on gradient

’\."* "

Parsonson, Baer and- Baer (1974) pro*'ded*au examp1e of°th1s strategy
w1th 1mp11cat1ohs for the study of maintenance. Two preschoo] teachers
r were tra1ned through observer feedback to apply genera11zed appropriatae
social cont1ngenc1es to the desireable and undesireable behavior of
mentally retarded children in their c]assrooms //Jh1s tra1n1ng was
weffect1ve in developing the teachers genera11zed correct use of attent1c

, - to child behavior, and th1!/sk111 proved durable, as indicatéd by follow-

up assessments of eight and eleven weeks duration respectlvelyffor the
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two teachers "Herbert and Baer (1972) made a s1milar finding of

' treatment effectiveness, generalized responding, and behaVioral durabi]-

7~f ity'w1th parents who were taught to self-record their attention to the

;behavior of their children. The findings ofvdurabiiity subséquent tomr(
these oemonstrations of intervention effectiveness are particularly -
interesting. This generalization training strategy appears to oe B
similar to that labeled “training sufficient exemplars" by Stokes and
Baer. ' If sufficient.examples of'a particular behaVior (teacher or par-
‘ent attention) are trained, it 1s pos51b1e to deve]op a generalized or
conceptual mastery over appropriate performance of the behavior. Once
the behavior is generagized or conceptualized, its durability may be
facilitated. Additional research must be carrieo out with this strategy
before-the relationship between generalized‘and durable responding can-

be more fui]y understood. If the re]ationship can be explicated the

strategy will have much to offer for the training of other behav1ors

[

v ”

Programming Multiple Components _ ' » s

' Some studies have used a combination of strategies outlined above

to fac111tate generalized treatment effects Such an approach is repre-

R

sented by CORBEH's CLASS Program (Contingencies'for Learning Academic -
and Social Skills; Hops, Beicke], and Walker, Note’12) which uses

natural contingencies, programs common stimuli, and eliminates the dis-
criminatjve propenties of the”contingencies in order to,aChieve broad .

and lasting control over the acting out behavior of primary grade child-

ren in public school classrooms. Like the work of Greenwood (Note 10),

-discussed above, the CLASS Program and several other packaged

IO

¢
, <
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1ntervent1on strateg1es deve]oped by CORBEH and other agenc1es 1ncor-
porates a mu1t1 faceted mat;tenance-fac111tat1ng approach in order to
_ maxiq,ze the 11ke11hood of achiev1ng 1a§t1ng changes 1n behav1or. -
‘ Aitppugh such an approach likely precludes determination of the contri-
‘bution of each comionent to behaviora] durabj]ity. clinical Eqns1déra-
tions.Ain achie\}ing maintenance usually outweigh such research intereats
- by theatime'the program has researched the djséeminat1on stage. The
: hulti-qpmponent approach is recommended when's1pp1y5bbta1n1ng main-
tenance is more important than. detennining how ‘it was obta1ned.
The study to be descr:bed in the pages which follow made use of
N ‘ several of the generalizat1on-fa¢111tat1on strategies presented by
l’\Stokes and Baer (1977) and sunmarized in this literature.review. They
tnc]ude the following: ‘ .
‘ 1. 'Using natura]ycontingencies. Classroom peers and teachers ‘
played cr1t1éa1 roles in 1ntervent10n; prov1d1n§ strUctpre, sdpport. and
" feedback for subjects' newly deve]pped social behavior. Act1v1t1es in
w91ch subjects were entouraged to become involved included those in
which their peers were engaging on a regular basis. Back?up reinforcers
in tﬁe point system consisted of group privileg:\)natural to the class-
. room env1ronme}t In summary, naturally occurring privileges and soc1a1
‘contact were used by natura]]y present social agents (teachers and peers)
f to reinforce subject participation in naturally occurr1ng soc1a1 activi-
ties in the school éetting.
2. Programming common stimuli. Peers, social activities, and
t

physical sett1ngs were present as common stimuli across both treatment

‘and non-treatment ;ond1t1ons of the study.

\ 6: p'
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- 3. Training sufficient examplars. Social tutoring procedures

wé}e directed at establishing concepts of appropriate social interac-
. ;tiOn by teac@}ng\positive and;negative instances of these conceptsl
- .4, .Trainiﬁg tegeneralize. Through the use 6f social tutoring,
it was hoagd thaélconcepts of appropriate sccial idte;acgion could be
1gstablishea which would allow subjgrts. to engage in a vaiiety of social
behaviors under a variety of stimulus conditions for an indefiniie
period of time into thé futu}e.»

Two of the Stokes and Baer sz;ategieg, using indiscriminative con-
.tingenties and mediating §enera1iza%ion, were not'represented in the’
maintenance-facilitation paradigm utilized in this research. Future
investigation in this area-which inéofporatés these tw6 strategies would

}

be well-received. *From’the above ‘review of social interaction program-
. ) . w
ming and maintenance facilitation, we are led to a description of the

methods employed in the present study.

¥ ]
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METHODOLCGY -

CORBEH

———

-
»

.Thé Center at Oregon for Research in the Behavioral Education of
the .Handicapped (CORBEH) is a né%{éna] research and develbpment center
in the area of behavior disordenéﬁsszhsoréd'by the Bureau of Education. |
for the Handicapped, U.S. Offiée of Education. Thesprimary mission of
the Center is the de9g1opment, evaluation, and delivery of §taﬁqardized
intervention packages for homogeneous subgroupings of behaviorally

) V 4
handicapped children in regular public school settings..

The Development of the PEERS Program

This reséérd\g was conducted as a follow-up to the developmegt of
CORBEH's Program for thevEstabliSQpent‘of Effective Relationship Skil]§ ;
(PEERS: Hops, Fleischman, Guild, baine, Walker, and‘ﬁreenwodd, Note 5).
.The PEERS Proéram is one 6f four CPRBEH programs already devéloped or in‘
the final étages'of deve]opheﬁtl_éach designed'po remediate a specific
behavior problem of elementa2ry sch601{CHildren,within the regular sghool
env%:onment. Three other CORBEH programs, Contingeﬁcies for Learning
Academic and Social Skills (CLASS: Hobs,‘Beickel,_and wa[ker; Note 12),
Program for Academic Survaal Skflls (PASS: .Gféenwood, Hops, De]quadr;;'

and Walker, Note,i3), and Re-ﬁrdgrammiﬁg Contingencies for Effective

Social Skills (RECESS: Walker, Street, Garrett, Crossen, Hops, and

Greenwood, Note 14) have. been desiéned for acting out, Tow survival .
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. skill, and negatively intefactiﬂﬁ—zhildreﬁ, respectivély. The PEERS
Proéram has beéh‘deyeloped over the ;ast four years to ircrease the peer
involvement of children with Tow levels of-social interaction. . -

~ Evaluation of the PEERS Program to.date has followed the three-
stage CORBEH research model (Walker, Hops, and Gréenwood; 1976) which
iﬁc]udes: (1) Identifica£}on and func}ional analysis of safgent pfogram
components-w{thin'an experimentai c]aﬁsropm setting (Ha]ker and Hops, ;

1973; Walker, Greenwood, Hops, and Todd, Note 7); (2) Use of the con-

sultant model Sf service delivery to evaluate’ the program in local

public schools (Hops, waTEEr, and Greenwood, in press); and (3) External.

fﬁeid-testing of the pacfhged progrém by training rgiource personnel
from other school districts in the use of PEERS procedures (Greenwood,

Hops, Walker, Guild, Stokes, Young, Keleman, and Willardson, in press;
) . { "

Hops, Walker, andvF1eischman; in press).

-

The PEERS Program has been evaluated in the local public schools

(Stage 2, above) with CORBEH personnel serving as consultants to regular

classroom teachers for the past three'yeérs (See Table 1). During the
fifst year of this period, six children were-involved in the program,
and intervention‘was limited to the classroom setting.' None of tHese
‘chi]dren took part in the follow-up research repofted/in/fﬁis paﬁer.f
During years two and three,’the primary c6mponén£ of the program, a
Dcontingéncy of individual points exchangeable for group'activities,‘was

moved from a classroom™free-time period to a playground recess period.

Ten children received this form of the program over the two-year interval.

In }ear three of Stage 2 research, four additiona] children were referred .

AN
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TABLE 1
e

Surmary of PEERS Program Stage II Research Over a 3 Year Pério@ _
(Implementation of Program by CORBEH’C&nsu]tahts.fh Tocal public schools) -

S
| - / IR Follow-up
Year| Number of Children Intetvention Setting Involvement
' / ) : N
1 | 6 : Classroom only None . |
2 _ 7 Classroom and Full for
) . Playground 3 out of 7
\l
'3 Classroom and Full for
Playground 2 out of 3
3 72N SRR SRR S § IR
Full for
4 None 4 out of 4
1
\ -
\
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»

and accepted for the PEERS Program but did not receive any intervention

until the present oroject began.

Subjects - ) f} :
o )

Initial Referral to the PEERS Program

The 10-children who had previously been treated had been referred

' originally ftrthe PEERS Program by their c]assroom teachers because of.

' observed low levels of interaction whth classmates in.social situations

such as free-t1me and recess. Each teacher referral was followed by a
viSit to the school by a CORBEH consultant to corroborate the teacher's

observation and to determine whether the child was likely to benefit from
A :

|
_ the program. A screening period of five to ten days then was conducted

in which the referred child and a random sample of five classmates were

" observed on the playground during each recess period. Two criteria were

used to screen the children for eligibility: (1) the data on the
referred children's randomly se1ected classmates, pooled across schools,
provided social interaction norms by grade, level for the Eugene;
Springfieﬂd area (these?data are presented in the PEERS Consdita;t*
Manual; Hops, F]eischman,‘Guild, Paine, Walker and Greenwood, Note 5);-
and (2) the mean interaction level of the‘ghi1d's classmates proVided,a
criterion for his/her class. If during the screening period the referred
child interacted at~m/re than one standard deviation below his/her grade
level or class mean, s/he was accepted for 1ntervent1on in the PEERS
Program. If s/he did not meet either cr1te110n, all concerned persons
were told that the child was not 1ikely to benefit sufficient]y from the
program to merit its implementation. |
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’ Fo]]ow- up - ]
0bservat1ons were conducted for nine: of the 10 previously treated
children. The tenth child had’ moved Observations were madé/at inter-
vals ranging from one month to six months after comp]etion ‘of 1nit1a{'
1ntervent1ons Based on this 1nformat1on and on teacher and parent
reports, seven of the nine children observed in fol]ow-up were selected _
for further intervention. Subsequently, two of these seven children
also moved, leaving five preViousny treated chi]dren-availabie for in-.
Clusion. in this study. Of the two children observed at follow-up bgt -
dropped, one was in a class 1nvo}Ve;;jn another CORﬁEH'project, and.-the
other was interacting at a level similar to her peers. Follow-u p'ob-
servat1ons lasted from five to-ten days, were conducted during each

recess per1od and 1nc1uded observat1on of a random sample of the “child's

c]assmates. Table 2 pnesents a summary of subject character1st1cs for
. p )

-

children participating ifi the present research. °fﬁ '

Dependent Variables and Measurement Procedures -
.
Direct Observations

‘s - e

“The Revised Peer Interaction Recording -System (PIRS 1I: Hops and ;:
Stevens, Note 15) wastused to co]Tect obseﬁgationa\ data on several

d1mens10ns of children' s socia] behavior. PIRS IT 1s a seven- category,

" s{x-second, interval coding system which provﬁdes percent social behav1or

o

percent verbal behaVior, percent-oﬁ/interactions initiated, mean dura- -

tion of 1nteract1ons, and 1nteract10n rate as dependent var1ab1es
! .
Percent 'social behavior has been shown in previous research (Hops,

¥
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- . TABLE 2 1

Al

" Summary of Subject Cr{arag:'te'rivstics 2 P /

Treatment* . Inter- .
Expta /Subj .. Gender Grade H1story Screemi Basehne vent1on Foﬂow—up

- -

1 /A F 1" ~PT 2. -~ 40 60_- 37

~.

a

1 e -8 - 13 .81 29
- R I -

11 /D W T -

G M3 uT R tlo e --
- . o <o .‘ ‘ ) . Ll ’ '.{\ — Py
Inr /H ° F 1 PR -, 7o 5 591 34
N J Moro BT .+ 18 29 84 28"
x PT = Prekus]y Ireated : »
uT =P ‘

rev1ously Untreated e o ;, _ . \

Lo

k3
&
iy
{
o

a
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F1e1schnan and Street Note 16) to be a more fns1t1§e measure of‘soc1a1

&

| 1nteractton than. rate or other aVa11ab1e measures, and thus was adopted
;v as the pr1mary dependent var1ab1e for the research reported here dThe | N
other var1ab1es listed above provide usefu] aux111ary measures and allow .
for an ana]ys1s of changes 1n the topography'of_soc1a1 1nteraction, as |
“well as in its overall level of occurrence. |
Profess1ona11y tra1ned and supervised personnel served as observers //>
Their reliability W1th'ta11brat1ng observers was . checked at 1east once ;¥~"?
dur1ng each exper1menta1 phase for each subject. Re11ab111t1es were R
determined “by comput1ng Pearson s corre]at1ons betwg;n the records of
Sy primary and ca11brat1ng observers for" both .subjects and peers, For® all T

;js* andafor %Eﬁggai—theﬁdﬂpendent variables in the cod1ng systgm

‘f:A tandard of .80 was used to ev%]uate the acceptab111ty of re11ab111t1es

B

obta1ned 1n th1s study

Observers co]]ected data dur1ng one recess per1od da11y for each

s

subJect. On most days, a second observer was present to collect data on'
the soc1a1 behavior of a sample of the ch11d s c]assmates As-has been

~d1scussed by Walker and Hops (1976), these peer data serve both as.a N
standard against which to eva]uate subJects' performances in the prograntjj} v

Al

and as an index of the soc1a1 c11mates in wh1ch the subjects must funchon

A .

Social Valjdation Measures

e . - .

-~ |

One purpose in carrying out the comb1nat1on of measunEs descr1bed -

~ below was to allow for the social validation of programmlng and mainten-
ance effects by compar1ng observat1ona1 data with teachar, parent, and

) s . RIS

peer rat1ng data. e ta _ o -
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{\ Soc1%g/va:1dat1on 1nvolves v1sua11y or stat15t1ca11y correlatlng

two or more measures of the same behavior to determine whether changes
1]

T measured by a sens1t1ve obJectlve record1ng system (observational code)

are a]so soc1a11y s1gn1f1cant One: can 1dent1fy at 1east two‘functlons

e

i

served by.socfal valId?t1on,.'Oxf\funct1on is to ver1fy ‘the 1mp0rtance o

h of the behaviors which have bee tangeted for change (Fawcett and

'Miller, 1975). Behav1ora1 changes’ recorded by an observat1on lnstrument

“and by more subJect1ve rat1ngs wou]d 1nd1cate that the targeted beha-
. »

viors also were s1gn1f1cant to soc1a1 agents St111 fa11ure to social-

L

ly va11date a measured 1ntervention effect does not necessar11y mean

[

I3

~ that_ the wrong behav1ors have been changed Perhaps the. effects.were not

of a suff1c1ent magnituade to’ be meantngful to a va11datlon rater or mean-

- .1ngfu1 ‘ef fects obta1ned in one settJng were not observed in a d1fférent

sett1ng 1n whic .the rat1ng took place Because ~one of . the def1n1ng
character1st1cs of app11ed behav1or analys1s is soc1a11y s1gn1f1cant '

,wbehav1or change ( aer,_wolf, and Rlsley, 1 68) however, chang?s in.

‘-behavfor which are’ unnot1ceab1e to referr1ng agents or other 1mportaQ’ﬁ

[

N

:,’?gg{ions in the subJect s environment must be cons1dered ‘socially insig= 37"#’

n1f1cant, regard]ess of the reason for falling to validate.

q

/ A second funct1on of soc1a1 va]1dat1on is to he]p determine the

l.drespons1veness of the subJect the 1ntervent1on (Minkin, Braukmann
M1nk1n T1mbers, F1xen, hi ips, and Wolf, 1976). The face va11d1ty of

the behav1ors re1nforced in the present 1nterventlons is h1gh and the

magn1tude of effect obta1ned w1th these procedures prev1ous1y has been

- shown to be 1arge (walker, Greenwood, Hops, and Todd, Note Z) Therefore,

Cdt,is the second of these’two functions, determ1n1ng the ‘benefit to the
’\'-\_ .

e EREE , . - . jéY] - g
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~data_in this research

s

,shbjects4as rated ‘by significant chers, which is beinénserved by

" .attempting to socially vaTidate the effects shown by the observational

g
In the present. study, the: varlable labeled percent soc1a1 behaﬁ

vior andcthe direct observation procedures prov1de a sensitive Jndex of

changes:in'levej of social interaction. To determine whether those

. changes wére socially significant, the observationaT data were visually

correlated with teacher, parent, and peer rating data. Substantial
agreement‘between measures indicating that a given child has shown'im-
proVement as a resu1t.of participating in the study adds support to the

use of these intervention procedures. FSamples‘ofﬁthe‘rating scales used
: Y

Vel

in this study are attached as Appendices I and 11.
1. Peer Sociometric Ratings. Severa] authors have suggested the

use of sociometric.ratings as useful indicators of peer acceptance

' f(Gottman, Gonso, and Rasmussen, 1975; Drabman, Spitalnik, -and Sp1ta1n1k

1974). Therefore, soc1ometr1c ratings of playmate and workmate prefer-
ences were made b} subjects and the&r c]assmates on.a pre- post-interven-
tion schedu]e | ' )

On an individual bas1sfaEh11dren were shown a collection of p}gturss
ot other children “in the class. Each ch11d f1rst was asked to po1nt
to his/her pjcture and then to point to the pictures ;f other children

in response to each of the following situations® b ’

we're going out:to recess to play a

4_

game. - I'm going to make:you' e captain of one of the teamsaand I want
you_ to pick six people tO’be on your team wlthvyou. Point. to the1r

"' ‘ § Nl
pictures.” **®
S . o, . ) B

N ‘. ’ ry

Sy
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- 0n your proJect w1th you Po1nt to the1r p1ctures'" s ;

away from school at a park You get to“pick six people to come and p]ay

= r~"Let S prttend that you are going to work on a proJect

in c]ass Your teacher has sa1d that. You ' ‘can p1ck six peop]e to work .

B
IR vy,
% ‘z.:*""*-

C. "Let 3 pretend that you are going to play with: some peop]e

)

with you. Point to their p1ctures

2. Teacher rat1ngs The Soc1a1 Interact1on Rating Scale (SIRS),
deve]oped for the PEERS Program and s1m11ar to the W1thdrawn Sca]e from
the Walker Prob]em Behavior Idenﬁ\f1cat1on Checklist (walker, 1970),‘
was completed on a pre post-intervention basis -- once dur1ng the first
baseline period and again during the last baseline period. The sca]e
consists of two parts -- a 15-item yes no checklist of spec1f1c behav1ors
and a Tist of ten cont1nuua descr1pt1ve of child characteristics. _In
addition to rating the subject, teachers rated each of the five control
children in their classes, as ‘well. o T

3. Parent ratings. Parents of the subJect and of the randomﬂy

selected peers completed the Parent Rating of Ch1Jd Character1st1cs

-(PROCC: adapted from Beoker and Krug, 1964, and developed as a

screening/assessment instrument for the PEERSYProgram) on a pre: poét-

intervention basis. The PROCC provided parent ratings of ten descriptive

continuua related to children's socia] interaction.

» -

2 Project Design

<

Individual reversal designs were employed for each subject, alter- :_

nating four baseline and three treatment'phaées; Initial baseline con-

ditions for each child were continued until his/her social behavior had

2
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"W

become stable or was decreasing. Interventien phases lasted five ses-
sions base11ne cond1t1ons lasted . between five and n1ne days. - These
phase durat1ons were based on previous- research (Ua]ker, Greenwood,
Hops, and Todd, Note 7) 1np1cat1ng (a) that full intervention effects
usually are attained within five sessions and (b) that reversals of
behaviqr,_if theyioccur, take place within approximately five sessjons;

~ As many extra days as time weu1d permit were tncluded jh each baseline
phase to provide additional ewidence that the behavior was er was not
going:to maintain above initial baseline levels.

s The reversaf\design*provided a Jogical framework for studying the
problem of naintaining prewious1y produced intervention effects. Each
programming phase constitnted a brief’seriesxof intervention boos ter
sessions. The baseline phases fac111tateq studying the effects of these
repeated interventions on the ma1ntenance of child social behav1or after,
‘hrogramm1ng had been term1nated. The number of 1ntervent1on phases, set
at three, was based on the ;inding of Baer -and Wolf (1970) that follow-
ing the third abp]ication of their suecessful intervention, the subject's -
behav1or ma1nta1ned at treatment 1eve1s Maﬁntenance at treatment
1eve1s was not expected in the present project, however, as the proce-

by
dures used here produce extraord1nar11y high levels of social interaction.

: ~
Rather, maintenance of subject behavior at grade levels seems to be a
more appropriate criterion against which to evaluate the present treat-

ment effects.

Intervention Procedures =

The procedures applied in intervention booster sessions.-were

73 r
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comprised of two components -- a‘recess—hased point system.and an
in-class social tutoring procedure. _ |
_ 1; »Potnt System. The'point system was oeerated by a CORBEH con-
sdltant. Each day the prograh Was inﬁeftect, the consu]tant %nd,teacher
~led a gﬁief'elass meeting Which immediately preceded. the jntervention.
recess period. No special activities suhrpundeéythe othgh;recess'f.
periods dur1ng the day. Durihg the meeting, which reqhired betwee#Yfive
and ten m1nutes, the following event& took- place: .

a. From among two qx three alternatives 1isted“by the teacheh,
the class determtned by popular vote what activity“yould,serve'aé their
back-up reihforcer for the’day; Teachers- were stéd to.suggeét'activi—
ties which required little time (5—10'minute§)'end whtch‘ihvolveq no "
costu‘ Activities whith frequently were presented by teachers and sel-
eeted by children for this purpose inéiuded in—c]ass games played by the
entire class (e.g., "7- up“, charades, spe111ng games), spec1a1 "med1a"1
activtties (e.g., listening to records, hear1ng a story, see1ng a f11m1§

/str1p), and extra time for regu]ar]y sch\ﬁuled act1v1t1es (e. g ,X@ces;,
free-time, art). - ' S '

J b. A point-goa] for the'day was anhounggj; Th%&.goa] was

derived by finding the median percent soc1a] behav1or for the subject

over the prev1ous three observation days, add1ng one percentage po1nt

Iand stdt1ng the number as a score wh1ch the class’ had to help ‘the sub~ ve

ject beat 1f they were to win the "recess game" that;day. The goal was

never sét higher than one standard dev1at1on above the ch1]d S grade - .

level mean for social interaction. The goal later was used as a cr1ter— >

jon for determining whether to award the group back-up activities for the
4

day. S ' - o ‘e o
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c. Approximately three children were designated each day as
"special helpers" to the‘subject. Chi]dren were, told that as special
}-:helpers; it was their responsibility to talk and play with the subject
and thereby help him/her earn points for the day. " The assignment of
he]pers was made on a rotat1ng bas1s S0 that over several program days,
each ch1fd 1n the c]ass had an Qpportun1ty to serve in this capac1ty
The ch11dren not designated as helpers on a given day were toid that™
they could Jo1n ‘the games,wh1ch the subJect and spec1a1 he]pers were |
,p]aying Pnd a]so héTﬁ’the subject earn po1nts Several ch11dren usua]ly

I3

'dssumed this."non des1gnated helper" role each day V/#w
. d. The subJect and the children who had been designated as
special helpers were asked to name‘i%yleast one game each wh1ch they :
could'p]ay to help earn points. Other ch11dren a]so were a]]o ed to
suggest recess activities if they vo]unteereq@to do so. The{ch11dren

were encouraged ‘to start playing one of the suggested act1v1t1es to-

fgether assoonas they reacheié;he p]ayground A]I ch11dren then were
5

"’ v 0 * : ' "4 ?"‘

The consultant spent the recess per1od on the playground.-with the—"

excused foy” recess

“class. During this time, s/he pro%pted the child and his/her class-

;,matesjttb the extent necessary, to talk and play together. The consul-

a

‘tant suggested-age-appropriate games which would facilitate interaction

am@ngvthe children and praised children for choosing, and starting such
games. §3 social behavior continued, the child was praised intermittent-

ly by th consultant and wasggg;inded that such behavior earned points.
A
The children who talked to and pPayed with the subJect»also were prafSed

A
“for he1p1no /him/her earn po1nts

<x
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fhe consultant used a'simple interval coding system to determine
the number of points the child earned during the interrention session5
‘Each six-second intervalron the code was scored as efther social or
lfnon soc1a1 based* on\§he behavior of t;e 5911d 3Ur1ng that br1ef
period. Later, this 1nforhat1on Wwas converted to a percent of inter-
valschore,‘th1s“score was reported to the class as the number of points
'earned} and this number was compared with the point‘goaT which had been
estab]ished for the day If the number of poings earned was equal to or
greater than the number needed, the entire c]ass was awarded the activ-
1ty which they had chosen. If the chi]d did not meet his/her point
goal, the ch11dren were told and*@hen verba]ly quizzed about what they
‘tould do to make sure that the subject met the goa] the next day.

2. Social skills tutoring. Social sk111§’tutor1hg, conducted by
the consultant, cons:sted?of d1rect 1nstruct1on 1essons in f1ve con-
cepts of social interaction -- 1n1t1at1ng interactions, responding to
the initiations of others;'cOntinuing interactions a]readyw%nderWa&,
oeer praioing, and cooperating. Lessons were based on scripts which had
“been dege]oped for eachdconcept. Samples of -these scripts.are included

ﬁ\the PEERS Manual for Consultants (see note 5). The lessons were

) . e - .

“+n
A ‘ , .
taqu; in the order Tisted above, and each }esson was taught once during

each qf-the five day interventionkphases. On each day that the program

was in effect, tutoring was ‘conducted ,just prior to the class recess

_meeting and lasted approximately 15 minutes.

+

,Socia1'tutorinz sessions involved the subject and one classmate

for five consecutiv program days. The classmate was cho§en~for his/her

¢
»

ability to mode]*appropriate §ocia1‘behavior. A differentgyassmate
. > . 9 )

, by < N
¢ o g g
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was chosen as the social skills tutoring helper for each of the three
intervention phases. |
Within the lesson, the consuttant gave instruct1ons:above the
4 topic skills, verbally quizzing the children at each Step to determine
whether they understood the 1nf0rmation. Next, s/he role-played both
positive ahd negat1ve examples of the skill for the children, and *
f1na11y, instructed the classmate and the subject to role-play examp]es

)

bktween themselves. Throughout each phase, the consultant provided

~

praise and corrections to the children based on the1rAresponSes;
The present research project consists of three @xperiments. IdenQ g
t1ca1‘proceduhes weggzused in each; they i;ffey,onlyain terms of the

™,
N

subjects involved-and their ihteriention histor1es.' ) . <?4
% . ’\a “a

Experiment I ' ' .

X Three- SUbJectS, one boy and two g1r1s, served in Experiment I.

Twp were first graders, the third in fourth grade. The time 1ag between
the end of their first 1nvo1vement in;the PEERS Phogram and the begin-
ntng of the follow-up intervention provided*jn this project was approxi-
mately ten moﬁphs At the time of initial thtervention?for these
ch11dren, a]] of the present components of the. PEERS Program had not

/ been deve]oped. Thus, the1r f1rst programs consisted of ggly two

—

components the recess- based po1nt system and an in- c]aséfJo1nt task

~ 2

proéedure. The or1g1na1 point system used was 1dent1§§] to- that

£

P

. described in the procedures section above.

»

Y ‘ The Jo1nt task, a peer-pairing procedure was run by the ch11d1€

- () f'
///< teacher. It cons1sted of pairing the child With one c]assmate each day

. / ;
2 N o
.
, ,
R

[ ]
-
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during a free-time or work period and assigning the children to work = - -

t

on some'a%tivity together. ,The activity was either an academic )
(e.g., flashcards, word games) or a play (e.g.,- table games, building ' £
blocks?) task. The teacheixpraised the children intermitten{;y for inter-
acting during the 10-minute work or play period. Tie assignment of:the'
classmate w1th whom the ch11d was paﬁred rotated each day so that over = {
the‘course of approximately four school weeks, ‘the child had an oppor-

: / ‘o :
other structural -and task arrangements previously descr1bed in the

8 .tunity~to<interact with each of the other children inrthe class. Like ’
Titeraturé (Burgess and Niélsén, 1874, M1thaug and.No]f& 1976)
purpose of the Joint-task procedure was to emﬁjoy,a minima]]y,demanding
intervention strategy to increase the withdrawn child's interact?on with

his/her peers in a classroom situation.

. ’ ’ . . ‘r . ) . 'D: \
Exper1ment II ( ‘

. - - /
* \

The four subjects were’a fourth grade boy, two th1rd grade, boys, and

4.

.a fourth grade g1r] None of these ch1]dren prev1ous1y had beenQ1n-

“a 3
vo]ved in.a PEERS 1ntervention Neither, tofthe/best of our know]édge,

- had any of them rece1ved any other services des1gn d to increase the1r \»

1eve1s of social 1nteract1on with other ch11dren ' - . ﬁ‘\

Exper1ment 111 ‘ - ‘ o f‘ ' .

Q\ Two f1rst graders, a boy and a girl, were 1nvo]ved 1n Expe;1ment ITL

They experienced approximately a two month 1ag between the end of their

-, ~ B
7 ]
a

1n1t1a] 1ntervent1ons and the onset of follow- up programn1 g. These
ch1]dren had rece1ved the ent1re PEERS Progrgh 1nc1ud1ng al? of its pre-.
sent.éd‘.neonents. Thus, 1r add1t1on to: the po1nt system and Jo1nt task /o

. . Y
o B ’
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procedures described above, children in Exper;&ent 111 were giveg

social " tutoring and a verbal‘correspondence procedure. ’ i _ ¢
. .&’ -

The social tutqring rqceived by Experiment 111 subjects in their

"+ tinitial interventions was slightly different thangthat included in

\their{fo1low—up programs. Initﬁalﬁy, only three social tutoring&lessons
- - SR

"~ were Lsed--- injtiating interactions, responding to the initiations of

]

. thers, and cont1nu1ng ﬁnté?act1ons already underway. Each'lesson was

( ' </iaught on]y once, in a\three day’tutor1hg on]y phase wh1ch 1mmed1ate1y

’ “preceded the f1rst day of the’ ch11d 5 recess point intervention.. The~
scripts for ‘these lessons and the procedures for the use of a sgngle -

classmate as a peer model were the same as' those descr1bed,prey13us1y.

4 - -

s Thq;verbal correspondence procedure was operated by the'chi]d's

classroo& teacher ‘na second recess period when the consu nt was not
e present/ Just pr1or to each of the da11y recess periods, the teacher
R asked the ch11d and one of hls/her c]assmates to play tooether during
the. recess period. &/he also told the*children that s/he would. ask
th:; at the end of the period whther they played together and 1f S0,

what they p]ayedyﬁdﬁ\whether anyone else. playedfﬁith4them After recess

[ e & %

the ch11d was asked to verha112ecth1s information, and the classmate
to ver1fy the ch]]d S report J/The ch11d was pra1sed both for trpth-
telling and for- soc1aﬂ 1nteract1on, and the c]asﬁma;e was thanked for
] h1s/her he]p The purpose of th1s procedure was to promote child- }nter—
| R act1on with c]assmates at t1mes of the day when the ‘more structured

po1nt/system was not }ﬂ\Q&??ét angd to do s0 w1th m1n1ma11y demand1ng

SN intervention procedures The effect of us1ng ”say what you d1d" to .

pnoduce "do1ng what you say" has been called verbal correspondence and

79




XL 4 ,
has been described in more detai]/by.other authors. (Israel and

“0'Leary, 1973; Lovaas, 1961, 1964a, 1964b; Risley and Hart, 1968;
.~ Rogers-Warren and‘Baer;\197é; Sherman, 1964). L
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... Reliability. '
/ S : ' ' '

Co Soc1a1 ‘Behavior
.

Totals of 38, 50, and 25 1nter observer re11ab1]1ty checks were

.

made 1n Exper1ments I,11, and IPQ ,ﬁa/bect1ve1y Between one and

four such checks were made in each phase ‘of the study for each subJect
T .

A . Overall re]1ab111ty on the social behavior of subjects and peers for
" the three exper1ments averaged,a99, .96, and .99, as.determined-by the

bearson'product—moment correlation method. .These obtajned reliabilities
cohpare‘favorabTy with.the pre—established-criterion of .80. - *

ar \ . | . | .. 3 ’h
. VErbal‘Behavior I . ) / C
! ﬁe11ab111ty chechs on- verbaL behav1or were made concurrent]y w1th

those on- §oc1a1 behav1or Comb1ned rel1ab111t1es on the verbal behav1or :

of subJects and peers: averaged .92, v93) and 59 ip EXper1ments I, II

'y )
v

and III, respect1ve1y Re11ab111ty on the verbal® behav1or of subJects

L4

and peers in Exper1ment ITI fe11 far short. of the 80 standard prevwous—g»'
ly set to def1ne the 11m1ts of acceptab1e agreement between observers.

-

For th1s reason, the reader should exercise caut1on in: 1nterpret1ng

-y
verba] behaviar data in Exper1ment . f~ ' .
o ' ’ L L : _— oy *
. } Exper1ment I
";,,,*. AN three subjects in Experiment 4 showed maintenancg within- .

normat1ve 1eve1s of socdal behavior dur1ng the fina] baselﬁne period

? - - . . v I

LT . - A o b
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" ‘“ L L ) T ) >
" This ou:tome was genera]]y supported by the soc1a1 va11dat1on data

T, e e

Mo discernable effects were noted “on subJects ~verbal behavion.
- o . . L Lo AN

b

' , Percent Socia] Behavior,” '
N L o "Q " = e T
‘The social behavior of indjividual Chﬂdren in Experiment I is_ ' '
graph1ca]1y presented\1n F1gure 1. Shaded areas onpthe graphs repre7 4
4 L)
sent the norm&t1ve range (the mean, 1nd1cated by the‘heavy hor1zonta1 '

K .v'“‘.")’ d s

'11ne, dﬁus,éng minus one standard dev1at1on) of peer 1nvo1vement for
'each subJect 'y respect1ve grade 1eve1 R

All three ch11dren showedyleve1s of social behavior cons1stent1y

) below those of the1r peers and generally below grade norms throughout, ~
1n1t1a1 base11ne periods The soc1a1 behav1or of both subJects and

The effects of the 1n rvention package were 1mmed1ate and sub—

‘peers was h1gh1y var1ab1e E;roughout a]] baseline phases ' T U
staht1a1 for a]] three subJects Introductlon.of the'tut9r1ng and
po1nt cont1ngency (1) produced h1gh 1eve1s of: peer 1an]vement'

A : -

' (2) reduced ‘the var1ab111ty n performance, and (3) part1aT]y reversed &

the pos1t1on of. subJect and peer soc1a1 behaV1or 1eve1s ,These effects

" were noted each t1me the package was 1ntroduced . ;F - 51“{ “ '_,’~
' Some reversion of‘subJect 1nvo1vement toward base11ne 1eve1s was L i =.
noted when treatment procedures were w1thdrawn. 'Since the power of the i
- 1nter0ent1on procedures boosted soc1a1 behavlor to more than pne stan—~ »
" &

" dard dev1at1on above grade norms,ihowever, such reversT/h was he
.
expected Neverthe]ess, with success1ve treatment phases 1ess of the ‘
N2 o
1nterVent10n effect was lost in the subsequent base]1ne cond1t1on Th1s§

P

. »
v

ma1ntenance effect can be seen most c]ear]y by compar1ng subJect ]evels- "“f

N\ . . T ¥
» N . ‘ . ' ! ,.:
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ﬂk of soc1a1 behav1or durlng the fourth baseline per1od with, those 1n the

1n1t1a1 base11ne COnd1t1on Mann wh]tney U Tests ‘were conducted

t between these sets of data; and in the case-of all three subJects,,
P .
socia] behav1or 1eve1s in Baseline 4 were s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher than T

\9 those in Baseline-1 --U(7,9) = 11.0, p < .025. for Subject A;

U (9,9)'= 20.3, p < .05 for Subject B; and U (8, 17) 22,5, p < .01

for Subject C -- see Table 3. An exam1nat1on of phase means from ':d‘-

Baseline I to Baseline 4 shows increases. from 19.67 to 41 43% for Sub-*
vqect A, from_29.98 to 48789% for SubJect B, pnd From 42.35 to 77.67%
for'Subjectwc. By the end of the study, aT]{subjects made up a consi-
derable portion of the initial discrepency between thefr peer involve-
' ment lTevels and those of their classmates, moved w1th1n the normal
ﬁgh ranges of soc1a1 behav1or Qbf1ned by their respect1ve grade norms, and
" showed a stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease in peer re]at1ons over

' 1n1t1a1 base11ne 1eve1s

‘The 1nd1v1dua1 f1nd1ng§, outlined abovef denera11yrare supported

by Qroup data as well, Frgure 2-contrasts subJects and peers averagey»_f~"

k4 .
1eve1s of. soc1a1 behav1or by phases for- a]] three exper1ments _‘7t'is 7

.‘..

v c1ear that subJect soc1a1 behavior in Exper1ment I, 1n1t1a11y we]] below °

.o o
the peer 1eve1 was moved beyond the pee%%ievel w1th each 1ntroduct1on
A}
of the tutor1ng and point cont1ngency Most’ 1mportant1y for the present

study, he1r 1nvo]vement w1th c]assmates was ma1nta1ned at the peer

£
¢

: S '
\  slevel by the fourth base11ne condition. -

’\ . l . . T
Percent Verba] Behav1or ) : :

- THe verbal, behavior .of the thrée Subjects inTExperiment 1 is
\)‘ v ,5" LI . R TN s

ERIC-— - N S PU A S
A Fuiext provid ic

»
.
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Mann-Whitney U Tests-between BL1 and‘BL43f0r>MaﬁnﬁainihQ.Subject§_ﬂ

- Subject - nl w2 U p
A, -“/_ 7 9 1.0 025
B/ .9 .. 9 2.5 . .05

C - BJ- S R Y- SETT
, T, ST e

LG 6 - 16 7 22.0% T .08

J 9 - an - 24.00 .05

%, <

*This subject had:fwo~initia1 baseline phases tota]ﬁné 17“days.'

" This period was comprised of two -segments,.nine and eight .days
in length respectively, separated by a timé 1ag.~The U value

- reported here was obtained by corparing the second of .these .. -~

. segments (that which most immediately preceded intervention)
~with the final baseline period. A comparison of the entire
\‘17-day period with the final baseline phase yields a p
~ of approximately .06. ' ' i
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Peﬂ:ent social behovnor for groups
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'moderately to high]y variabfeﬁfor-all 5ubjects 1n all'base]ine erdes:. o

' havior of SubJects A and £ was hwgyeh‘dur1ng the f1nalspgr1od than (

.

presented graphica]ly in F1gure 3. S1m11ar to the graphs for” soc1a1
behav1or, shaded areas’ represent the normative range of verba] behav1or

' Uanke social behavior, however, norms do not‘d1ffer between grades

'for verbal behav1or Thus, verba] nonns are ‘the same for al] subJects. |

Ao
Al] three subJects showed 1n1t1a1 1eve1s of verbal behav1or wh1ch

were’ approx1mate1y ong standard dev1ataon be]ow normat1ve mean 1eve1s

P

The 1ntroduct1on of the 1ntervent1on package produced no clear and

- “consistant effects on subjects’ verbal'behav1or. Verbal 1eye1s were”

‘@ n.

and on]y's11ght1y Iess so dur1ng 1ntervention phases _ The”;

.

dur1ng the 1n1t1a1 baseline phase, mov1ng w1th1n theﬂaormat1ve range,

bdt there is no clear 1nd1cat1on that this effect was due to-the

repeatedéégposure to treatment proceduees S

Soc1’a-1’Va_ﬁé’ida§€on . o

,
: ' ) . \ e
\

"o Reer Soc1ometr1cs

»
e

The peer—p1cture soc1ometr1c data’ are presented in Tab]e*ﬂw

.

SubJect data represent the number of t1mes the child was; nom1nated by
t; 4‘4 - 3“‘ N

h1s/her peers, davyded by the number of opportuw1t1es for nom1nat1on

Peer dfta represent the %yerage of these percentages for the ch11d s

v". -
. . - , <

c]agsmatesﬁ ’ Q—' ”, I .o

Quest1on ‘1. of - the soc1ometr1c procedure asked children abodut the1r

e & «J—\

p]aymate preferences 1n free- p1ay s1tuat1ons at school and was most re-
8 ~ .

presentat1ve of the s1tuat1on in wh1cQ 1nterven§10n was conducted

P
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Peer Socionetric Ratings (3%
" 'Quéstion, R uestiond O estin ¥,

o & |5 Peers Subj Peers | L Suj || Peers A’
Lo Subgect [ Pre [ Post] [Pre JPost] - |Pre | Postl | Pre  Post) ‘*jPre Post] | Pre] Post] -

R B R R R VA 2.50(23.08) [58.33)65:08) - 1 8.33(15.38 [B6.567.6)
A L R R R fI R XL
B I I 1 R BT R B A RCAU TN
S b, 1 [ol.04 oS B30 [43.06(46.78]  |15.74]20.26 (/‘42_.73 LN VAR
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5 bro. 11 [9.0608.31] o.ea(ss 00 [2.53(%0.86 |49.Q05.07 |17.17,42.83 0.7LSL06}

] }

- | - (R .

i 7.65/5.00 [17.65(31.2 nuu%3nﬁu5 L1 150.00 841381
oo Tmmeoy oo el s foqmn pse)
. 1 6.9 6250 15,87\ 20.6 %mmwammmr;smmmUm&mm
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<Experiment

*Percent of opportumt1es on which the 1ndw1dual Was nommated by h&\er peers L
« &'n qoing to make you the captamofateam and T want you 10 p1ck§1x people 10 be on your teamw1th . 90

~you. Point to their pictures.
*Your teacher has said thatyou can pick six people fo work onaproaect w1th you, Pmnt t0 thew | \

8»9 ! ¥ictures.”

‘o g"You get 10 p1ck i peaple to come and play w1th you away from schaol, Pmn to theiy p1ctures g
' . , | - RN
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N xper1menta1 ratings in the percent of opportun1t1es on wh1ch thef

"\.

1 were 1dent1f1ed by peérs. as favored playmates Both children. 1n1tmaf1y
. : were rated as cons1derab1y 1ess accepted than the1r peers By the end,
. of the proaect both had ach1eved 1ncreased status ‘with the1r peers,
approaching or matching peer rating 1evels. Subject B showed an un- -
expiained slight decline in peer acceptance between ratings, moving from =//
just above to just below his peer level. i -
Question 3 was alsoza play-related question, dealing with children's \\ :
playmate preferences in their home and neighﬁorhood settings; The r &
results of-chi]dren's.responses to this question parallel those of
question 1.
<« o C- -
Question 2 asked children about their preferences for partners in
~.an in-cTass work task. Only Subjeq€~C-showed an increase from pre- to
post- prOJect rat1ngs on th1s measure, far surpass1ng her peerssin work
status by the end of the project. SubJects A and B showed a sl1ght de-
~cline and no change, respect1ve1y |
Cohsidered as a whole, the group of three subJects in Experiment 1
hgwed 1ncreases in status among the1r peers from pre- to post- , v
exper1menta1 ratings on a]] three measures. Peer data were quite stab]e
across’both‘rating instqﬁces and measures. Although large discrepancies
between.subject'and peer ratings existed initia]lyﬁ bj'the éﬁﬁ-of_the
:study subjects had eliminated much of the'discrepancy Qr vdrtualle

. matched "peer status levels on all three questtons. § -
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e Teachen Rat1ng;4 A ’ ; o

.(i__?'ﬁ- ) ’ ) /\ 3’ 'y = ." .
- Table 5 contains. data swnnar1z1ng the ratﬁngs made by teachers on -

- ’
;{2 ‘3 h the soc1af:;ehav1orﬁof subJects and thetr peers ‘;
R J Accord1ng to teachers' 7percept1ons a]] three subJects n Exper- . >
. : - . - N

iment 1. 1mproved in. soc1a1 pehav1or between _the beg1nn1ng and end of
2 the prOJect._ Th1s 1mproJément is shown on both Part I and Part II of

the)%eacher S- ratlng sca1e In contrast tue'rat1ngs on subJects

.

classmates 'showed no spec1f1c;trend 1n Part“ivand a*decelerat1ng effect

<-.../

in Part IIZQ:. o _ - "{}ﬁ‘

-

Initially, 411 three subjects were rated lower than their class-

~

mates’on both parts of the ratings scale. By the-end of the project,

SubJects k, B, and C a]] made up at least some portion of the discre-

L4
N

pancy between their scores and those of the1r peers. A]tnargh in most Q;f
e

cases subJects did not attain peer ratings levelss the smaller gap at

post test provides some evidence that the1r teachers perceived 1mprove-

ment in their social behavior.

3

-%‘,‘ } . .
Parent Ratings o . ' ©

Data sunmar1z1ng the ratings made by parents of SubJégkﬁ and thelr

..

.. peers are presented in Table 6.
(N Two out of the three subgects in Exper1ment I showed 1ncreases 1n
parental ratings from pre- to post-project occasions. The th1rd sub-

14 : . -

ject showed a slight decrease. The classroom peers of these cthildren ,

showed similar, but somewhat smaller increases from first to second ' )

ratings.,

Two out of the three SubJECtS had pre treatment rat1ngs markedly
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‘ Teacher' Ratings on the Social Interaction Rating Scalé
Part I - .. Part II
I Subjects Peers - Subjects -] Peers #
Subj.| Pre 1. Post | Pre [ Post Pre | Post [ Pre [ Postl
. A |-1.47 | .27 | 1.01 | 1.80" -.30 | .60 1.76 | 1.50
- ———- . R . * o
e - B_| .60 |1.20 .98 | 1.65 |- 1.10| 1.90° | 1.56 | 1.43
c— "Cc |-2.06 |-1.60 2.13 |,1.53 -1.80 | -.20 | 2.07 | 1.87
Q : .
Q | \ /“\ !
& |Grp. 1| -.96 | -.04 1.37 | 1.66. =33 .77 1.80 | 1.60].
< | b |-1.87 |-.80 .| 2.79 | 2.55 .20 | 1.00 | 2.35 | 2.35
't E |-2.53 |-1.73 2.07.| 2.29 -2.40 |no data| 2.23 | 2.47
£ F |-.53 .60 1.55 | 1.30 -1.50 | .80 1.43 | 1.50
& | 6 |[-.73|-.20 [ .98/|1.47 -:10] 1.10 | 1.47 | 1.50
Grp. 11|-1.42 | -.53 1.85 | 1.90 -.95| .97 1.87 | 1.96
e -1.07 | 1.13 | 2.33 | 2.37 S.20| 180 | 2.8 | 167
=5 1.57 |.1.93 2.48 | 2.86. 1.20 | 1.10 | 2.20 | 2.20
mH- AT e _' . - - . . v . -
< lerp. 1| .25 |1.53 2.40 | 2.62 .50 | 1.45 2.19 | 1.94
. _
. ! ‘
”
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R - TABLE 6 .5 = f/ ‘ ‘
. . )
Parent Ratings on the Parent Rating of-Child. Characteristics

*

. subfects” ~ S peers
Subject ~ Pre .. Post Pre Post -
o A 80 200 . 73 209
g B 2.00 1.44 2,06 2.57
. T C -.90 -.10 T 2,17 2.70
G o _
S Group I .63 1.15 1.99  2.45
. S
D. -1.40 0 1.91  2.20 . °
5 E 2.10  2.40 1.75  1.25
= F ‘700 1.90 ™~ 2.00 1.70
& G -0 -.30 - 1,82 1.77-
Y] . .
A i Group 11 -.85 1,00 . 1.87 @73
. ’ ‘J ) . . Vh
N
: 5: . . o
2 Group 111 [15 1.45
e "‘;-*?;,_z
' f
A\




lower than those of their peers. The third subject's gati ﬁ‘B at :
+ the peer level. By the end of- the study, the rat1ngs of SubJect A .”‘
i [ S
\\\\~ 1tmatched those of her, peers ,_SubJect C's rat1hg moved - toward peer D

| 30 ]eve]s, though remain far short of them The ratings of SubJect B -

,~ dec@ed shght]y, moving somewhat away from those ‘of h1s c]assroom \

peers. - , LS S

+

Experimént II - L .
R " . c ) . -

Only one of the four subjects in Eipérihent 11 continued to e;gagee\\L;
\‘ N N . . ) e . ‘ =

in social‘behavior'at nonnative"leveds during the fina]wbaseline period,

© Yet, peers, teachers, and parents a]] rated each of tbe subJects as f .

having improved cons1derab]y No effects on verba] behav1or\yere noted

. g - . Percent- Social Behavior ' - o

- . \,_ b §
.TH‘Idally social behav1or of 1nd1v1dua1 subJects in Exper1ment I

is presented graph1ca11y in F1gure 4. . e
' [

ATl four subjects in Exper1ment IT averaged one’standard devjation L

g or ‘more below normati\(e_]evels of social behavior during initial .base-

"line periods Chi]drens soc1a1 behav1or a]so fe]] be]ow classroom peer

¢ Tevels on most occasions when these comparat1ve data were available. oo
O S .
Both subJects and peers showed cons1derab1e variability dur1ng these .
> _ , L B
phases ) i e : et o

ot

,?'N; As ¥n Exper1ment I, app]1cat10n of the soq1a1 sk1lls tutor1ng/po1nt

: ”system 1nterveﬁt'“

ocedqres produced 1ncreases in subuect 1pterac— '
";-t1dh 1eve]s whil_ re .mmed1ate, substantla] ~and consrsient across ;a
,~' > . . n‘

.subJects and across 1nterVen;1on phases Intervent1on a]so reversed

O

v~
<

. - . o . . . . ) ’
* . - Y . .
| » rZ i . . .
. v . . . . . . .
. . . . o JJ ) _ R .
/ L . s . Lo B S S .
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’ tbe respect1ve Tevels of subJect and peer 1nteract1on -on most occas1ons
] and cons1derab1y reduced var1ab111ty in SubJectS S performanCes .f

L -

R Dur1ng the second base]1ne per1od -three outnof the four subJects )
* '.. : '\’J\‘ - - ¢ (

‘f?, C '(D E .F) showed some maintenance above earlier base11ne levels. | However,“";
“; the1r soc1a1 behav1or ]eve]s fell dur1ng both the subse uent baseT1ne ’ ‘J;
- per1ods. By base]1ne 4, subJects soc1a1 behav1or fe]J?below the1r o
‘ ‘initial basedine levels The foyrth subJect (G), who showed no dura-
bility of f—c1a1 behav1or dur1ng the second base11ne per]od ma1nta1ned
h1gher than baseline peer 1nvo]vement levels dur1ngrthe th1rd and fourth
.,§ :base]1ne per1ods By the end of the study, his soc1a1 behav1or ma1n-

‘ta1ned w1th1n the normat1ve range of soc1a1 behav1or for h1s grade o

L 4eve1 and s1gn1f1cant]y h1gher than its. base11ne level -- U (6 16)

A&

-

22 0, p < 05 ‘ _
. . <~
Grouped data (see Figure 2) c]ear]y show the effect of the repeated 4]

:: f.j~ treatment parad1gm on these prev1ous]y untreated subJects Social
<behav1or, 1n1t1a11y far‘be]dw grade le»el, 1ncreased marked]y each t1me
_ that treatment procedures were 1mp1emented These ga1ns even pers1sted
' somewhat dur1ng the f1rst treatment reversal per1od However, the .
d1screpancy between 1nvo]vement levels dur1ng 1ntervent1on and baseltnn
,per1ods and between subJect and peer soc1a1 behav1or dur1ng base11ne .

became w1der w1th each subsequdnt treatment re—app11cat1on and remova]

, c_yc1e o T
. " B ‘ - W
Percent Verbal Behayior.,

.
. . \‘ .
’f ol - ' ' 5 -
.
.

IO The da1]y percentages of 1nterva1s conta1n1ng verba] behav1or for

subJects 1n Exper1meﬁt II are.presented 1n F1gure 5. . Y : f~
Q _ N - © ‘7( e " R 3
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Only subjects D and E had verbal behav10r wh1ch initially was

‘ [N

Abelow normative 1eveis. The verbal %ehav1or of subJects F and vaas

W1th1n the normative range dur1ng the initial base11ne per1od It

'}appears that the verbal behavior of subJects in Exper1ment I was not
“under the contro] of the 1ntervent1on procedures At 1east, no rela-

,,t1onsh1p was found between ‘the onset pf treatment and verbal behav1or

-

across subjects. S S
, o
Social Va]idation

P
1
i

Peer Sociometrics l

P

On question 1, which dealt with chlldren s p]aymate preferences 1nﬂ/

a free-play s1tuat1on, all four subjects 1n1t1a11y were rated far below

their peers (see Table 4). By the end of the/sfudy, all made large

-

gains, in most cases approaching and in:ione case surpassing ratings

L
received by peers. e \
}

Question 2, dealing with partner preferences in an in-class joint -

|

work situatioh produced similar changes'?cross ratings. Initia]ly

ra;ed Iess often as preferred partners than were their c]assmates, all
|

”fﬁfour subJectS made subgﬁant1a] gains. Three of them began to c]ose the

of h1s peers, fell s]1ght]y further behind lhis c]assmates due to an
increase in the peer,leve]. _

On question 3, which asked children to istate their p]aymatelpre-
ferences for an out-of-school situation, all|four subjects moved from'
1n1t1a1 ratings well below those of their pee s to post ratings which

approached and in two cases, equa]led those f their c]assmates

89’

-

/

..subJect-peer gap. SubJect F, whose initia rat1ng nearly equa]led that .



Cem

‘the onset of the study.

'; CUns1dered together, the subJects in Exper1ment II showed 1n-

_/creased status among the1r peers from pre- to post- treatment ratings e

- across all three quest1ons. Corresponding peer ratings remained

. : . o :
essentially unchanged during this same period. By the study's. end,

children who initially occup%éd Tow status pesitions within their

classes moved to near-peer levels on each of the measures.

Teacher Ratings ~

Teachers rated all subjects as ihproving.in»sociai'behaétoh_from
'the beginning to the end of the investigation. .dhis imerovemeht is
shown in both parts of the teacher s Social Interact1on Rat1ng Sca]e T
(see Table 5). During this same time, teachers' rat1ngs of other ch11d-

ren/ifl their classrooms ramained stable.

) L ( i

Initial large discrepancies bgtween ratihgs received by subjects

and by their peers were dramatically reduced, a]though not eliminated.

°

A11 teachers rated the subjects in the1r c]asses as being far ‘less

a

dev1ant from typically 1nteract1ng ch11dren‘at the end than they had at

‘parent Ratings . ‘ ’ - .

Parent ratingé offthese four subjects show a trend ;imi1ar to that
seen in teacher rating datai(see Tab}e 6). Initia]lj; all subjectslin
Experiment Il were rated by theirﬁcarents as befng low interacting-thild-
ren in contrast to the mbderate]yﬁto highly fnteractive ratings b} s .
parents of their peers. All subjects‘showed improvement in parent rat-

ings from pre- to post-experimental assessments, whereas the ratings -



. -.’~ - . LI
rece1ved by their c]assmates rema1ned essent1a]1y unchanged Two of

-

the four subJects in Exper1mept II made cons1derab1e progress toward "

7the rat1ng levels of the1r peers The.tuo remaining ch11dren_surpassed

peer rating levels by the end of the study.

¥,

Experiment IIr -~ - (\

g The resu]ts of Experiment I1I are m1xed -- one of the two subJects

continued peer involvement during the .final base11ne phase whereas the

other did not. Both showed 1mprovement in peer, teacher, and parent

k ratfngs. Verbal behavior data showed no clear effects.

»

Percent Social Behavior

Graphic data_representing the individual performances of the two
subjects in Experiment III are presented in Figure’6.

Initial baseline perforﬁance for both subjects was highly variable,

but’generally at lower levels than those of their classmates. The mean

levels were approximately one standard deviation below grade norms.

Introduction of intervention procedures brought about large and
rapid changes‘in social behavior levéls, considerable reduetions in ver-
jability for both children, and in most instances, reversed the involve-
ment 1eyétg‘of subjects and peers. These changes were noted each time
that treetment conditions were applied. |

Dur{ng-the second baseline condition, Subject J's social behavior

»

continued above its initial baseline level, averaging near his grade

!
norm. Subject H, however, reverted to a degree of peer involvement

which averaged below the normative range for her grade. - By the fourth
/ ‘ _

107
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L A _ _
baseline period, Subject H, despite having responded well to the inter-

vention procedures when they'were in effect,"dropped to a 1eve1'of

' soc1a1 ‘behavior which was even Iower than her baseline. performance
-Subject J, Jhowever, cont1nued to show increased social behavior 1evels,

f1n1sh1ng the final phase with a 1eve] wh1ch significantly exceeded | his

1n1t1a1 base11ne 1eye1 of social behavior -- 1] (9,11) = 24 0, p < .05.

\Group data for the subJects across baseline periods showed increas-

ing performance until the ffnal.phase_in which the exceedingly 73w3

-~ . , - .
level of Subject H brought thé group average down below peer levels.

Percent Verbal Behavior

The verbal behavior of Experiment III subjects' is presented

graphically in Figure 7.

During the initial baseiine period, both subjects'engaged in verbal

behav1or much less often than did ch11dren in the normative sample,

: fa111ng about one standard deviation be]ow the normat1ve mean. Both

children showed slight increases in verbal behav1or when 1ntervention

xprocedures were introduckd and slight decreases when the procedures were

- removed. This pattern continued across phases until- the final reversal

per1od SubJect H showed a re]at1ve1y large drop in verba] behavior to

near zero 1eve1s whereas SubJect J maintained a verbal 1eve1 equ1va]ent

to the immediately preceding intervention phase, but barely within the

normative range. [
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. ‘A ,‘ " ' — ~ Social Vahdat(i - |

’ N ..' _" 4‘,1:A ¢
. Peer Sociometric ,

Both subjects made gains in peer ratings .on duestion 1 (freE?pTay

setting), whi]e classmates of Subject H showed 3 modest gainfand those
of SubJect J showed a s11ght dec11ne (see Table 4). ‘At the Pre-test,

SubJect H was rated by her c]assmates as a favored plgsnate as, often as

'were other ch11dren in the class. Because her ga1n from pre-test to

: post-test was s11ght]y smaller than that made by her peers, however, a
’ -

_modest d1screpancy between . her status and that of her- ﬁeers was shown by .
{the study s-end Subject H on the other hand, occupied a ma{kedly .-
f‘h;bher playmate.statis than h1s classmates at- the beg1nn1ng of the pro-
ject, then increased h1s status over the1rs following the 1ntervent1on
On duest1on 2, dealing with c]assroom work s1tuat]ons, Subject H
moved from a slight deficit toia s]ight advantage in workmate status,

while Subject J maintained the higher~status he held at the beginning of
- the project. The results for question 3 were similar. . N

Grouped 'sociometric scores, heavily influenced by the vfry high . _

ratings received by Subject J, showed the chi]dren either increased or -
B ~
mainta1ned thEIr status advantages over the1r c]assmates between pre-

and post-test assessments on all three measures. Peer scores, in con--

trast, either remained the same or increased only slightly.

-

Ieacher ‘Ratings . !

-~

» Both subjects showed not1ceab]e 1ncreases in teacher rat1ngs from
: -
pre- to post-test assessment on Part I ‘of the teacher's rat1ng scale;

on Part I}, Subject J showed a similar increase while Subject H dropped °

- + )
o . )
\

ERIC - - e

-




~rating when compared to her peers, whereas SubJect J made cons1derab1e

'gains over his. peers on both Parts I and II of the teacher rat1ng scale.

v by their peers fol‘ow1ng 1nterventlon ' : {~ A

' Parent Ratings

96

slight]y‘(see Table 5). Thesclassmates of Subject H showed an increase -

_1in teacher ratings on Part I only. Classmates of Subfect J showed no

_ change or smal} decreases. Thus, SubJect H made no gain 1n~teacher

4_\/
When teacher rat1ngs for the two children are considered together’ and

compared to their classmates, subject ratings approathed those received

t . “® s
- - . .

§

< .
Both subjects showed increases in parent, ratings between first{and

second ratings (see Table 6) while on]y Subject J' s\peers made a small

“increase. Thus, both subjects made gains in parent ratings over their .

peers on this measure. =

AN .z



- DISCUSSION - o .
- . - i - 7 . ' ’
p. - Intervention and Maintenance Effects
- 't‘ S ) . . ) L}
. - &

-

bata co]]ec;ed on ch11dren s overa]] 1?ve1 of soc1a1 behavior show N

that the<intervention package consisting of'soc1a1 skills tutor1ng and

) ff*\\\a recess-based point system_produced immediate and substantial increases

i ".5' in peer interaction’for all subjects each time‘that the package was in- -
| _troducedf These data provide further evidence to support the findinos‘ Co
of previous studies (Hops, Walker, and Greenwood, in press; hops, Guild, ..
Fleischman, and Paine, Note‘}7;»Hops, Paine,‘Fleischman, and Gujﬁd,'
Note 18) concerning'the effectiveness of PEERS Program. intervention *

components for §hcreasing the interactive,behavﬁor of socia]]y withdrawn

schi]dnen Of pr1mary importance in this s}udy, however, are the effects

fof repeated app11cat1ons of the treatment package on sub3ects-soc1aﬂ
behav1or in subsequent baseline phases. From the resu]ts,obtained, it
appears possible that intervention "booster shots'-can fac111tate main-
tenance of interactive behav*roLfor prev‘ously tnegted soc1a11y v,nth- ,;,

-drawn ch11dren "This conclusion is based on the f1nd1ng that fd]]oW1ng

‘ .1mp1ementat1on of the repeated treatment strategy, four of the five pre- y
. . viously treated subjects showed a ma1ntenance effect within the norma- ’
4 ’ p <
~ tive range for their ‘respective grade 1eve1s, whereas‘hh]y one of the

four prev1ous1y untreated subjects d1d.so A]though these results are

not,uneqUJvocal, ‘they do exceed interactionslevels which would have_been

predicted from?respective baseline levels of sub3ects' social behavior.
. : ;J.

. low oo
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. Possible Expianations of Obtained Maintenance Effects
- - . - 3 o o
*_ - . - -
Social Entrapment: =~ - -
One explanation for the maqntenance effects which were obtained -

in this study is Baer and.Holf s (1970) entrapment hypothesws Breifly ,
erestated the entrapment notion suggests that {f the_interactive behavior
of socially uninvolved children can be increased, thereby allowjng them
to participate in-on- going peer group activities such interaction pos-
sibly can be‘maintained by the naturally occurring reinforcers controlled
by the.peers, even following discontinuation of a structured interven-

tion.. Aﬂthough the not™n of ‘entrapment is an-intriguing possibility

and was first offered almost ten years ago; only ane study involving only

one subject had been 6ffered in support™of ‘the hypothesis prior to the
- a ™4 - . )

present research. . Ja

The strategy which Baer and Wolf used to achieve the entragment
“effect was an 1ntervention consistlng of priming’ anda‘einforcement pro-
- Cedures embedded within a repeated treatment (reversal) design The |

/

repeated treatment design with mulfiple subjects is well- su1ted for

studying the entrapment phenomenon, 51nce 1t requires alternating periods

Pof treatment and non- treatment conditions With this desién, if subject ot

1nteractions show 1ncrea51ng re51stance to extinction with,each sub-
; A
sequent 1ntroduction and remova] of the intervention procedures, evidence
} .
. accrues to support the entrapment hypothe51s Because of its suitabil-

t

ity for investigating entrapment, and 1n an effoﬁt»to investigate-
~ B ')
further the entrapment hypothesis, the reversal design was used in the

present}study with the soctial skills tUtOring/recess point system as the

repeated treatment. s -

4
?

N
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. qf thé\(1ve preV1ous1y treated ch11dren and one of the four prev1ous]y ‘»”

| support the concept of - soc1a1 entrapment tThat 1s, 1t is poss1b1e that ,"ﬁv;

"fjexerted by their respect1ve peer- groups | ‘f

- 99

'
i

ﬂ{ Ihe ma1ntenance effects achneved in the present proJect with four.

L )

L N

\J’

| unt{eated chi]dren can be 1nterpreted as. prov1d1ng further ev1dence to - =

ihe cont1nued Jnteractlon of these children dur1ng<E/eatment reversa] R

per1ods came under- the control of natura]]y occurr1ng~re1nforcers ti;:“i@ '

0 -1

S

_ . ) m’ ! . 4, ’ \

/4 1}

Intermittént Schedu]ing‘ ' o li c IR .

- Basic research 11terature in the area of 0perant psycho]ogy conta1ns

L] .
=)

much d1scuss1on of the. eff:§¥3aon behav1or of various schedu]es of. re1n- ' i‘i
forcement de]ivery The most general d1st}nct1on to be found there1n - >ka
is between continuous and intermittent shedu]es - that res1stance of

’behav1or to ext1nct1on is greater fo]]owtng 1nterm1ttent rernforCement : ¢
than it is after cont1nuous de11very - The obv1ousv1mp11cat1on for in-

vestigations of maintenance in applied qsett1ngs is that 1ntervent1on?

: S PN
wh1c4?schedu1e re1nforcement de11very on an 1nterm1ttent basis are more

-

'11ke1y to produce durab]e effects than those Whéﬁh do not f v : .3
In .the present study, consu]tant pra1se and Jpoints’ were delivered ]
.'1nterm1ttent1y throughout all 1ntervent1o§ phaﬁ@% *although back -up: . .
re1nfbrcers were prov1ded each’day. that the: ch1%f met- the pre-determined o
fcr1ter1on number of points. However. wﬁbt cou]d be cons1dered a coro1— ¢
| SR, o

_1ary of the 1nterm1ttent schedu11ng of re1nforcers was 1n-§ffect here --
the_1ntermJttent scheduling of intervention. Intervent1on was not
schéduled continuously, but only\on an on-off‘basns ' To the extent thab
this practice represents an intermfttent‘SChedulipg parad1gm, qt'm1ght
be expected to produce effects which are more resistant to extinction

. : E4
]
[ : e . . Lo ’
. ° ' )

©
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ability and discr1m1nab1T1ty run counter ‘to "good’ programmed maintenance S

d to the repeated 1ntroduct1on and remova1 of program cond1t10ns Pred1ct-_,' .

L

o~

-1ndo1ved in this study .

‘& ) S .
) . N

A , : L
than would continuous intervention acrossadays Further, 1t 15 Egssible'

that'this arrangement accounts in part fqr the ma1ntenance effects
which were obtained here. However, 1t i's also possible that 1nterven-

t13ns became both pred1ctab1e and discr1m1nat1ve “for the’ subJects, -due
. W

strategies and might aﬁso help to account for the failure of. some sub-.

—* Y
\ P

jects to. show/persistent “treatment effects, - e
. - A \ T - Lo

Cog_Jtive Integration

©

»  Since 1ntervent1on in this study included.a soc1a1 skills tutor1ng
-component, it 1s poss1b1e that ma1ntenance effects wh1ch were obta1ned
are partially attr1butab]e to the cognitive or conceptua1 character1s-
t1cs of that component The tutoring procedures 1nvo]ved an attempt to
teach children some bas1c concepts of appropr1ate social 1nteract1on
(initiating, respond1ng, cont1nu1ng, .cooperating, and peer pra1s1ng)
Support for the use of this component was drawn from the research on
coaching (Oden and Asher, Note 8; Oden, Asher, and~Hyme1,‘Note 9). .It
was hypothesized that,if‘the“chi1dren could be taught some basic con-
cepts through the use of the po1nt system, they m1ght be able to increase-
and ma1nta1n interaction with their peers, Effects\of the social tutor-
ing component of the intervention package used here cannot be ruled-out

as a contributing agent to the maintenance evidenced by some chderen

‘ Other Exp]anat1ons 'af ' T . ;

'0f course, exp]anat1ons other than social entrapment, intermittent

- ’ o l

°

-/ 1o

»
‘..
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‘ schedu11ng, and cogn1t1ve 1ntegrat1on also can b@ used to exp1a1n main-
tenance of soc1a1 respond1ng dur1ng extinction. First, one m1ght~say
‘that social 1nteraé\10n became 1htr1ns1ca]1y reinforcing for the child-
ren, but such an explanation is 1ittle more than a naive vers1on of the
'entrapment hypothes1s, s1nce it would be v1rtua11y impossible to sepa-';
rate the fntr1ns1ca41y ne1nforc1ng propert1es of the interaction from
1ts soc1a1"‘l nature. Further, one a]so might say that it was the uame”
involvement or the ."spart" of the sgcia] Jinteractions which supported |
?continued‘peer ﬁnvo]vementlduring trgatment reversa] -- and this cou]d i

_be the case -- but aga1n it would be impossible to separate the soc1a1
contact from/the game structures 1n children's p]ay at these ages (6-9),

, and thus this explanation is not useful. Finally, one'hight predict
that the maihtenante effects achieved are only temporary, and that given

= a 1onger per1od of ma1ntenance evaluation, ch11dren s social behav1or

eventua]]y m1ght fall back toward base11ne levels. This is a very rea]

‘/ : 'poss1b111ty, the 1ikelihood of which can only be determ1ned by future '

research. If further investigation did, in fact; reveal that entrapment

effeets‘were'on1y temporary, then additiqna] treatment "booster shots"

‘would have to be:scheduled or some other maintenance strategy.programmed

in an attempt to jncrease the durability of social behavior fo]]bwing
intervention. | ‘, ,~

v To this point, on]y the maintenance effects of five of the nine

subjects in th1s study have been 31scussed. The fa11ure of the rema1n1ng

/§;uf chi]dren to show durabi]ﬁty of intervention effects requires a

'separate‘discussion and will be taken up shortly.

115




Social Validation

f the cr1te 1a against which behavioral 1nterventions should be eval-
uated. The ¢ rrently emerging technology of soc1a1 va11dat1on offers
, several approaches to assess1ng the importance. of behaviors targetted
for change and for changes actually achieved. “ ‘

© T‘: | R

Normative Data - . ,
| ’As one approach to social va]idation} Walker & Hops (1976) and
Kazdin (1977) have recohmended the practice'of comparing alchild's per-

. formance during or subsequent to intervention with the performance of
non- referred/non treated peers:on the same measure.

In the present study, data co]lected on the w1thdrawn children's
peers in the recess sett1ng serves as a standard against which to eval-
uate the social or applied 1mportance of the behav1or changes wh1ch have
been produced w1th the subJects through 1ntervent1on The subjects who
ev1denced continued 1nteract1on dur1ng treatment reversa] phases ma1n-

ta1ned their levels of social responding within the»norma].range of .-

social behavior for "their respectiVe‘grade levels. That the -maintaining

children were interacting within normal ranges of social behavior by ‘the ’

final reversal phase} compared to interaction 1eue1s‘which fell.sub-
stant1a11y below those of their peers at the beg1nn1ng of the proaect,

'speaks for the app11ed importance of these results.

<
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BehaVior Ratings | ’ _ _i " - I
Kazdin also has recommended a second approach to social va]i- |
dation -- verifying the importance of achieved behav1or changes through A
ratings made on subJects social behav1or by 51gnificant persons in H

their natural environments. In the present study, suﬁﬁectsl peers;

‘. 0

teachers and parents comp]eted rating procedures refiecting their per-
ceptions of changes in subjects' social behavidr prior and subsequent to
1nterventioh. In general, the SubJectS 1n all three experiments were _
nominated.more often by their peers as preferred-playmates and were
rated more highly by their teachers and by their parents as socially
competent chi]dren at the end of "the study than they were at the begin-
ning. Further, these post-project nomination and rating 1eve1s ap-
proached those atta1ned by subjects' non-w1thdrawn4peers, These gains °
corroborate increases in actual social behavior shown during interven-
tion and reversa]iperiods for maintaining subjects, but reflect'actual
behav1or changes only in intervention for non maintaining subJects
This qutcome was achieyed, ven though -nominations and ratings were con-
‘ducted oniy during the initial baseline and final reversal phases. It.e
N isltempting to canclude that'rating'agents were able to perceive'actual
" befiavior change during final baseline periods for all subjects, but such
changes for non:maintaining subjects s1mp]y;were not present. A]though
this va]idation of hehavior change for maintaining subjects is important,'“

the apparent perception of change for non-maintaining subJects when

-~

change was not present is somewhat broblematic.
.On the surface the ratings vaiidation procedures used here have

13

served their purpose -- that of checking subJects behavior change as

A
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per  ved by significant others r'respective natural. environ-

ments, and ‘less directly,‘determining whether these persons were satis-
5 o -fted witthhe outcomes aEhieved.- In general, it appears that the

peers, teachers, and parents o? non-mainéaining subjects perceived the

~ same 1mprovement and expressed the same degree of satisfaction as did

?"T- | , thoge ofigubgeots who continued 6 interact during reversal periods.
'_Thus;‘1tfapoears!that'raters either could not discrdminate between in-
\ftervpntdon and rerersa1~conditions -- 1n«Wh1ch,éase more sensitive

s

rating orocedures or greater delays between the end of interventﬁon and
/
- /the complet1on of the f1na1 rat1ng'are needed -- or thatfthey were re-
\

;_fa sponding mere]y to the demand character1st1cs of the rat1ng situation --
’ ;i: B that_s1nce the’ target'ch11d was 1nvo1ved in an 1nterventJon proaect,
f*;// E ‘s/he must be improved (a Hawthorne effect). Because of this 1atter_ e
| possibildty, the resu]ts of the rating procedures used here, as else4
e where, must necessar11y be interpreted with caut1on and conservat1sm,

and more exact1ng ratings va11dat1ng procedures must be sought. Only

e

when both'observational and ratipg data agree that someone has improved

P]

as a resu]t of 1ntervent1on w;]] ‘we ‘have, ach1eved optimal intervention

: and eva]uatwon strateg1es (see Schnelle 1974) ”

Non-maintenance Effects
{ - : : . -

he children who failed to achieve peer interaction levels by the
- K 4 ) N .:‘J o . : > . . L ' o
oAt LA reversal phase appeared to show d1scr1mination, ratherﬂthan.gener-

3

alization, effeets across t1me A]though al] ch11dren gained entry into
their pee groups dur1ng the t1me that the 1ntervent1on procedures were

in effect,,these children, primarily the previously untreated subJects,

L Ly
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4
'fa11ed to respond to the natura] commun1ty of re1nforcers ava11ab1e

for social behavior when treatment was terminated. Several poss1b1e

.circumstances can be used to explain this outcome.

vﬁge x Treatment Interaction’ N L .- e,

b 4

F1rst the data presented® above suggest the poss1b111tyvbf an age X

- treatment interaction. That 1s, it is possab]e that both age and grade
Varervariables'contribut1ng to'obta1ned ma1ntenance in this repeated - -
treatment strategy."ff youngerjchildren'are 1esshlike1y to discrfmjnate
treatment from ndn-treatment conditions, as,is pq}sib]e, then perhaps_
they are more likely to benefit. from treatment “onster shots" than are -
older children who might quickly form that discrimination on the basis
ot the "on-again off-again" nature of the programming\strategy.;‘The
subject. iF the Baer and Wolf study who became soéia]ly "trapped" was a
pre-school child; the ma1nta1n1ng subJects in the present study were
three f1rst graders, a third grader, and a fourth grader. The non-

_ ma1nta1n1ng subJects ‘were two fourth graders, a third grader, and a first
grader. Although these results contain excep ‘ons to the age x treat-
ment interaction”notidn (two older children-maintained' dne younger‘

child did not), the poss1b111ty is an 1nterest1ng one which could be

‘addressed in future research.

Time-in-Treatment

General differences/Tﬁ/;erformanee in reversal phases between pre-

-

viously treated-and previousTy untreated subjects also cou]dyﬁe explained
t 9
by a “t1me in-treatment" hypothes1s Previous1y treated subjects had

rece1ved from 20 to 40 days of intervention to increase their 1nteradnon

2 1157
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*levels with peers prior to the beginning of this project. Préviously
, ) ‘ ' ’ T
uritreated subjects had no prior history of treatment for social with-

1

. ' - -
drawal: It is possible that a previous treatment history, involving

considerable structured practice in peer 1nteract10nskis a prerequi- «

7 h A BN ’ o
" .

site to benafitting from the repeated treatment maintenance' strategy

a

% used in this projegt. Futimre research could help to resolve this issue.

4
.

Satfation and Restrictivity - ~ . T '

In further attempt1ng to explain the non- -maintenance effects ob—
:ta1ned w1th some of the subjects in the present study, 1t is possible -
that these children and their peers became satiated on the hemnthFersf
that each had to offer the;other, o) that'hhen,the strueture of the
intervention was remeved, natbra11y_occufring retnforcers were of 3hsuf-
ficient strength't% maintain socia1 Bethior toward one‘another This
poss1b111ty suggests that a more 1ntens1ve effort shou1d be made to
enhance the reinforcing propeht1es of peer i émmﬁ@ i ﬁ* igh a1teh-

Cnat ‘peer pairing and/or struutured‘inter« .on procedures. Also, it
is pussib1e that the jnteryention brought these subjects and thefr.peers‘
together in tbo nahroh'a'range'ot social activitiesjand that'theylsa;‘

,tiated on these "intervention ctivities", s0 that ddring’rever§a1 .’
phases, peers‘chose'to engage ?§\36t1v1t1es whieh had not been a part.of

the intervention, and which subjects poss1b1y did not know how to p]ay,
or at least in wh1ch they did not know how-to become involved. q’h1s
poss1b411ty'suggests that subJects should be taught a wide vaﬁ1ety of
recess activities in an attempt to g1ve them and the1r peers as much

common ground for interaction as possible. Add1t1ona11y, it is poss1b]e'

E T e
lig.

N : é S, ya

¢ . : ",




_ _ , 107
j \ >3 ; 5

that these subjects re]ied too heavily on_the strdcture of the inter-

vention to engage in interaction and did not know. how to interact .

jndepenaently when treatment;prooedures were termihated In‘future
research attempts to deal w1th this prob]em, repeated treatment pro-

cedures could be gradua]ly removed or faded out to reduce d1scr1m1na-

» , A Y b
.. bility 1n the transit1on from treatment to non-treatment cond1t1ons,/-*

- .,T
v and/or more attent1on could be focused on teaching subJects to initiate
A \ ‘

1nteract1ons 1ndependent1y and to continue ongo1%g 1nterad%1ons

"; "F1na11y, in a study such as th1s, many subtle process variab]es operate
to'influencehthe obtained outcome. It.is poss1b1e that the children
who failed to ma1n8a1n, the teachers or consu]tants 1nvo1ved interacted
with the child in such’a way (such as treated him/her too sp..iaily or
gave hdm/her an undue amount of actention or. consideration) as to
a11enate the child' § peers or to suppress the1r probability of interac-
ting w1th him / her. If such a situation is operat1ve when attempting
to ipcgease the interact1ve behav1or of socially withdrawn, children,

Uthese.vardab1es would have to be identified and‘controlled in order to

increase the likelihood that all children would .be able to benefit from

’
]

the intervention.

N

Ri}id Control, Over-Justification, and Behavioral Contrast

The failure to’show durabt]ity of peer interactions on-the part ot
the ‘non- maintaining subJecti also-could be exp1a1ned by ‘the not1ons of
r1g1d exper1menta1 control, over- Just1f1cat1on, or behav1ora1 contrast.

Under rigid exper1m§ﬂta1 ¢ontrol, one would predict repeated 1ncreasesn

and decreases in social behavior concurrent with the introduction and

117
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removal of the intervention procedures -- an effect which is useful for

demonstrating functionality of “independent variables but'is an obstacle

to ach1ev1ng ma1ntenance of treatment effects. 'This effect was obtained

for the four non-ma1nta1n1ng subjects, suggest1ng that they rema1ned

more reﬁions1ve to the structured cohtingencies of the 1ntervent1on than ;

: to the naturally occurring re1nforcers of - the peer group throughout the

%roject Over- just1f1cat1on suggests that the soc1a1 env1ronment

IS

dur1ng reversal- periods may appear to the ch11d ‘to be ‘an 1mpover1shed

‘environment compared to‘?he relatﬁve]y rich ehvironment ex1stent dur1ng .

intervention phases or even to. the initial baseline environmentz 1f
this was the case,(one might predict that the child's social behavior
during reversals would fall below its intervention levels and possib]y

-

even below its initial baseline Tevel. Th1s,‘1n fact, is what happened

'1n the present study w1th those non- ma1d€%1n1ng subJects Behav1ora1

Ms/’

contrast suggests that when response 1eve1s are alte:ed in a g1ven -

direction in a spec]f1c p]ace and t1me, response levels in other p]aces
‘or at subsequent times may change in the opposite Yirection. with |
respect‘to the present st;(y/’ﬁehav1ora1 contrast suggests that the =

reduced Ievels of social “interaction during reversal phases may be

accounted for by the 1ncreased ) vels of interaction during 1ntenXention.

G
Any of these explanationg ~- over -reaction to exper1menta1 procédures,
.over-3ust1fncat1on, or bbhavioral contrast -- is plausible, ‘but none can

be advanced over the others on the basis of these results.

-

\“ N
Family Influence

1)

The influence of chi]dren's families on their socia] behavior and

’
4
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develop a less interactive social style.

SRS | ‘ 109

4
l

:'sty1es of sotia] interaction must not be'oVer]ooked By theltime
. ch1]dren enter schoo] the maJor port1on of -their contact w1th other
persons has peen w1th fam11y memﬁfrs Fam1fy members ]1ke1y serve, ask~'

strong mode]s of soc1a] interaction style for young ch11dren A]though".pJ

» _
pgers exert a strong 1nf1uence on chu1dren s soc1a1 behav\or from a
~

very young age, a phenomenon which increases as the ch11d grows o]der,

‘a’'child's style of soc1a1 1nteract1on likely is alreddy well formed

by the time s/he beg1ns to spend-as much, t1m/yw1th peers as.s/he has
with family members For this reason, the 1nf]uence of family members
on soc1a1 ‘interaction sty]es seems,very strong -

If the social climate of a child's home is h1gh]y soc1a], it is
likely that the ch11d will develop a highly interactive sog1al style, -
initiating freely to those aroqnd him/her” But if.the social atmosphere
in nhich a chi]d'prows'up is quiet and reserved, the child ]ike1y will

’

The“imp]ications of these presumptions for interventﬁon with Tow

social interactors and for maintenance of intervention effects are fair- -

1} straight;forward. A1though it appears to be quite pos§%b1e to in-
crease the interaction levels.of socially withdrawn ch11dren with power-
ful 1ntervent1ons, the child's social behav1or seems ]1ke1y to revert
to previous low levels 1f the sty]e of social interaction modelled and
encouraged at home is a low-key, more passive approach %Further, it is
1ikely that many parents make it very c]ear to their children when
starting schoo] that one shou]d not talk out of turn and not do‘any-

thing which has not been instructed by the teacher. Following these .

rules to their extremes, as some children areEL{:e]y to. do, the child *
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is left with 1ftt]e benavior at.school, save that Jhich’is teacher- 4

directed. If’the child does not dist;nguis; between theuteacher~' Y '.
directed and self-initfated demand characteristics of the.cla5sroom

and the p]ayground respect\ye]y,'s/he is 1ikely to be passive and. non-

1nteract1ve both prior and_subsequent to any attempts to 1hcrease

his/her 1nteract1on level.

A Cogn1t1ve/Constructs Approach

" An.alternative conceptua11zat1on for dea11ng with the notion of
.a'durab1e interactive style is offered by a theory of personal conj
FfstructsﬂgKeT1y, 1955). Basically, Kelly statesdthat‘what a person
, chooses to do in a giventsituation is dnf]uenced by his/her perception
of What the outcome of that s1tuat?on w111 be. The basic theory is

J
supported by several secondary pr1nc1p1es, including the notions that:

(1) percept1o? of outcome is 1nf1uenced by past outcomes‘1n other, sit-
uations; and (2) conf1rmat1on of expected outcomes influences the an- -
ticipatory process.

. The constructional system offered by Kelly has applicability to
understanding socially witndrawn children, their responsiveness;to
intervention, and their likelihood of showing continued increased inter-
action fo]]ouing intervention. In potentially social situations, a child
cHi]d characterfzed as withdrawn most 11ke1y chooses to interact very
‘**'11tt1e, possibiy anticipating’anluncomfortab1e outcome if s/he does.

' .~7The child's perceptions,of interaction outcomes appear to change when -~
“intervention ds 1n1tiated5 but the issue raised by such {ntervention is
whether the child is reacting to positive outcomes experienced through .
S . ) ) _

: o f
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recent 1nteract1ons with h1s/her peers or to the somewhat contrived

outcomes (rewards )« offered through the intervention. Chj]dren-who—~;'

-

-learn to exper1ence the potent1a1 pos1t1ve outcomes of peer interac-

) -4 \

t1on ‘would-seem 11ke1y to show ma1ntenance of treatment effects Thdse_”

- \ -
'whd respond only to the devised outcomes produced by the cont1ngency

_most 1ike1y will not ma1nta1n This 1nterpretat1on has implications.

for the natural versus art1f1c1a1 nature of de11berate 1ntervent1on
{ R
",7 ) . K <
with children's social behav1or.' ) 4 ,// . T 2

3 [

It is passible that an approaoh'to\achieving maintenance more -
fru1tfu1 than focusing-sjmply on ch11dren 's behavior change wou{d be
add1t1ona11y to emphasize change in the1r self- percept1on Such an
approach, 1nvo]v1ng intervention w1th both cogn1t1ve and behaV?qral com=

ponents could have much to offer the soc1a1 deve]opment of young

. children.

Exceptions to the Treated-Untreated Distinction

The cases of the two children whose performance during reversa]
prov1de except1ons to the results expected from the treated untreated

distinction deserve special ‘discassion. It is uhclear whicH of the

*

various possibi]itieS'posited above offers the best explanation for the j"

failure of Subject H to show continued interaction during treatment
reversal phases. She was‘young'and had been’ treated previous]j. Clin-
ica] observations revea]ed,only that she had-a relatively narrow range
of fr1ends with whom she 1nteracted that she made few soc1a] 1n1t1a-\
it1ons to other ch11dren, and that she may have been one child for whom\

more g-ragual removal of 1ntervent1on procedures wou]dvhave been appro-

_priate. The successfu] maintenance of SubJect G, who was older-and
i 121 . .
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’;pv1ous1y untreated also was unexpected but is less troub]esome. '

Th1s child appeared to have a var1ety of friends durinq 1ntervention )
and good’ jnitjation skills.with wh1ch-to set up 1nteract1ons with than.
dur1ng:baselines These two cases make 1t apparent thatkwe have. not
yet found a ma1ntenance re1ated distinction whjch is without exceptions- s

/
perhaps there is none The best that can be offered from the present '

research 1s the previous1y treated-untreated dis;inction. As the

.

11m1ted data current]y availab]e show, ma1ntenance pred]ctions based-

&

on this dichotomy carry probabilities of .75 - .89. Improvement on

‘thi¢ distinction or.introductions of other relevant variables await

]
further research.

Verbal Behavior

)

That none of the children involved in this project showed substan- -

L

tial increases in verbal behavior during intervention phases,.and there-

fore could not possibly evidence maintenance of verbal behavior during

o

reversal phases, suggests that\berbal.behavior and overa1ﬂ social beha-

‘v1or, or "play behav1or s const1tute separate response c]asses which are -

not necessar11y responsive to the same 1ntervent1on procedures. When

verbal behavior is considered suff1c1eﬁt1y 1mportant to requiregatten4

tion separate from overall social behav1or, consequences programmed P

A spec1f1ca11y for 1ncreas1ng verbal respond1ng apparent1y would have to

-

be arranged as- an adJunct to- cont1ngenc1es a]ready operat1ve for total
P

social respond1ng Th1s finding also has been made and further has

been substantiated by Hops, Guild, ﬁ1e1schman and‘Pa1ne (Note 17) and

by hops, Paine, Fleischman, and Guild'(Note-18).-

L3 . -
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IZVBf*?~[_ R ,Limitationsfof_thefPresent ResearCh_W L /ff\-

Long Term Folldw-up .o o ; 'j'. - o v
- The purpose of this study was to prov1de further data regard1ng f'\h;;/)?%fali
'Tthe Baer and No]f (1970)entrapment hypothesas,.and that goa] has been r }
met .- The type of: 1ntervent1on, the referral-and target behav1ors, and
{?the Tength-of ma1ntenance eva]uat1on in th1s study were the same as '“

,those in. the(ﬁaer and No]f study The pr1mary foca/ of ¥ ese 1nvest1-‘

five to ten da igTone to two school weeks) Because personne] and

1budgetary constraints precluded beg1nn1ng th1s study unt1t“4ate in the w
{
. 'school year, t1me'constra1nts subsequent]y precluded co]lect1ng longer-_ -

,term fo]low up_détawbn the soc1a1 1nteract1on leveTs of the ch1ldren
1nvolved “in. the study. Such a c1rcumstance‘shou1d not be used to Jus-

' tafy~the absence of such data;‘hoWever' 'Studipézof behavioral main- -
.

. 'tenance u1t1mate1y must prov1de data over per1ods of t1me rang1ng fromf
several months to several yedrs Future research must go beyond these

1n1t1a1~stud1es to prov1de long- term eva]uat1ons of behav1ora1 perS1s-
. %

| . . :

tence follow1ng a variety of ma1ntenance programm1ng strateg1es , o '

. . - - R ) - - . oo ,

Data Ana is . . L L Y

‘As d1scussed prev1ous]y, the reversal des1gn was part1cu1ar1y ﬂgxf,_

. !
‘we1145u1ted for use under the present 1?vest1gat1on What has resu1ted

’ufrom this use is a series of 1nd1v1dua1 case studies us1ng the same

1ndependent and dependent var1ab1es However, subject var1ab1es range . \~\\\/ﬁ

. S
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d considerably across children and relatively smali numbers of'children
)/were \nvolved i Thus, the grouping of childreanOr interpretive pur-
.;f‘f | poses may be somewhat arbitrary, althouii it seems to represent 'the -
- most logical ‘distinction -- both dn terms of subject var1ab1esvand in
© terhs of ouicome. Further 1nve§z?gationvof.the treatment booster shot
' guestion with 1arger groups of subjects sharing a set of common |
: subJect character1st1cs certa1n1y would be useful. In addition, it
1s suggested that persons conduct1ng future research in this area con-}
sjder subm1tt1ng their data tO,tvtESt, anatys1s_of‘var1ance%)or time - :
‘series scrutiny in order to determine the'bresénce of'signtficant. :;:,h

maintenance effects for individual subjects across time.
. AN H . N c i

Cr1t1ca1 compofients

. From the, present “research, 15 is 1mposs1b1e to 1solate the -

var1ab1e(s) mept critical to achieving ma1ntenance of inte) ent1on

-

-'effects under the repeated treatments ‘paradigm, a]though the study was

- not 1ntended to be a c%mponent ana]ys1s One cou]d argue that us1ng
the present 1ntervent1on package, the critical var1ab1e is: (1)‘the
soc1aJ.sk111s tutoring component, which to some extent is co/pitively_
based, (2) the point system, uhjch likely is the most pomerful'of the
package components; (3) the repeated treatment, or "bo6ster shotﬂ;
format, itself, as seems to be the case from_both this and the Baer and
Wat £ (1970) studies; or (4)'accumu1ated time-in-treatment as-suggested
by the differences in results fon prevtous1y treated’xersus prev1ous1y

. unfreated‘aroups Future research could attempt to determ1ne more

clearly the usefulness of the “treatment "booster shot" strategy, to o

- 124 - I
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d1st1nguish it- from the t1me in-treatment 1ssue, and to determ1ne e
S \ o
‘ - ‘whether the treatment whieh is repeated within the strategy is crit1cal

~to-ach1ev1ng ma1ntenance.

‘)}\ - SubJect Sat1sfact1on

N

‘ F1na1]y, 11m1ted 1nqu1ry was made in this study 1nto subJects
1eve1s of happ1ness and personal satisfaction with the1r 1nteract1on
styles prior .or sobsequent to intervention. Such 1nqu1ry seems impor-

vtagtﬁz:d likely would proye interesting if pursued further.

’

, ildren's 1nvo]vement in this research came about fo]]ow1ng a
ser1es of severa] steps: ;ﬁ}%’?é?erra] by their teacher, (2) an 1n1t1a1
meet1ng with the teacher to determ1ne child e11g1b111ty %ﬂd teacher
1nterest in using the procedures, (3) a meet1ng with the ch11d s parent§
to exp]ain the program and obtain their consent; and. (4) a meet1ng w1th

&the teacher and ch11d to exp1a1n the program to the ch11d and determ1ne
Qi'. : bis/her 1nterest in part1c1pat1ng Thus, by the time program procedures
were introduced in a given classroom, teachers, parents; and their
children all had expressed an interest in.participating. Additiona]]y, e
, 7teacher and parents ?ompleted forms both hefore and after intervention; C
. whichxa Yowed them to rate the child's soc1a1 behavior with other
. | vch11dren
It is clear that subjects spent a great deal more time play1ng w1th
their peers dur1ng 1ntervent1on than they, had previously. Nhether»th1s
///"’/{reflects'uncreased happiness and personal.sat1sfact1on of the chi]dren;
o )howevér, is ngtyt]ear.' At the start of the study, it-was acknOwledged

that perhaps some children were content with their styles. of infrequent

IR o 1as




- 116

z
)

1nteraction. FutUre in@estigators in this area coqu examine more
' c]osely the issue of children's happ1ness and se]f-sat1sfact1on prior

~ to, dur1ng, and subsequent to attempts to increase the1r 1nvoTvenent - g

with peers.

r

Suggested Areas for Future,Research. .

The flnd1ngs of the Present study ra{\e a number of potent1a1
i areas for further research in the areas of magntenance of ch11dren sr

_soc1a1 respond1ng in free play situations and use of the treatment

ras

"booster shot"'strategy for facilitating such aintenance. For example,
assum1ng for the moment that a prev?ous histonty of 1ntervent1on for

" social w1thdrawa1 s requ1red before a child cay be expected to benef1t

I

from a treatment “boOster shot" strategy, . how much 1n1t1a1 t1me-1n- ,

tr‘ktment 1s,requ1red to increase the probab]11ty of maintenance across .

treatment reversal phases? Re]ateoly, how many-treatment sessions or

repeated treatment phases are required to bring.withdrawn.chhldren-up

to normat1ve levels of 1nteract1on and to facilitate their cont1nued “
.-

1nteract1on at those levels? . . ‘ v

Are age and grade functional variables whjch must be taken into
account.in predicting ability to henefit from a‘repeated treatment f
bmaintenance strategy? Jf so, what age and grade levels most 1ike1y

qseparate those children able Sf benef1t from the strategy and those

unable to.benefit? Further, does the strategy then have anything to -

offer to older children? -
What are the effects of more formally attempting to program in-

creased variety of interaction partners and agtivities across time?

RIC ™ - N




Hould p]ac1ng more emphas1s on subject 1n1t1at1on skills enhance the1r
ability to cont1nue 1nteract1ng foTlowWing the terminatlon of treatment
procedures? Could the prgbab111ty of maintenance be 1ncreased/by
_tading-but the‘interventjpn procedurec each time that they are removed
or by using a less intensive form of the intervention procedures nith -
each subsequent treatment repetition/re-introduction? | 1 |
x “. Finally, what are ‘the longer term maintenance effects of the
| repeated treatment strategy? Can ch11dren who evidence inltial main-

-

tenance of social behav1or and who seemingly begin to come under, the

“control of more‘natuyglly occurr1ng reinforcers be expected to continue
1nteract1ng over a 1onger\per1od of t1me than was evaluated in this
. study’ That 1s, can the formerly withdrawn child’ s soc1a1\behav1or be
.expected to ma1nta1n indefinitely s1mp1y through the natura]]y occurr1ng -

S
community of reinforcers? If not, would additional br1ef reatment

®

. *epepetitions be sufficient to bring the child's interaction level back:

7

up to normative levels and then to maintain them for Tonger periods of
time? These and other questions await future investigation into the
" area of repeated treatments as a strategy for facilitating the mainten-

s
ance of children's social behavior.
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13. Spontaneously works with a
pegr(s) on projects in’class.'

14, Verbally initiates to a peer(s).

15. Other children act as if he/
were taboo or tainted.

A N

. a 'N,_. -
3 .
- 119 .
jt‘" hY . E
Sood < {
APPENDIX I | >
. . * L A Ve
. Child's Name | Teacher __ ) - i
_ Schoo d Counselor . B
‘Date .__ | | ' o
o , SQCIAL INTERACTION RATING SCALE : Part,I .
1. Physibgly isolates 'self from o B \ .
. " peers while'in class. 1....2....3....4....5....6...¢7 .
2. Verbally resgonds to a child' s ' -
initiation. . 1....2....3....4.... 5....6....7 ~
3. Has no.friends. i' 1....2... R D S5 6. 7 L
B, Engages in long conversations : ' K
(more than 30 secends). Jl....2....3....8....5....6....7 S
5. Talks with a peer(s) op the way T -~
to P.E., lJunch, the library, ‘ ' - ’
L recess. 1....2....3.... 4....5....6.... 7
\ ' 6. Smiles 4t other children Jro...2....3....4....5(...6.... 7 ,
) [ .
7. Shares laughter with classmates. 1....2.... 3....84..0..5....6.... 7
' 8. Does not engage in group act1- . ﬂ
© vities. 1....2....3....4....5....6..,.7
. Spontaneously contributes dur- J
ing a group discussion. 1....2.... 3....4.... 5....6.... 7
10. Volunteers for "show and tell" 1....2....3....4.... 5....6.... 7
11 Freely takes a leadership role 1....2....3....4....5....6.... 7
12. Tries to avoid calling attention
to him/herself. 1....2....3....4....5....6....7
‘ 1....2....3....4....5....6.... 7
1....2....3....4....5....6.... 7
1....2....3....4....5....6....7

she
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" APPENDIX I (Cont'd) o ¢ -
' Rated by | : | - . o
. SOCIAL INTERACTION RATING SCALE: Part II A
Iﬁst;hctions '

- If you feel that the child is very much 1ike one end of the scale,
" ‘place a check mark in the-appropriate{extreme column. If you feel that
. Your child is somewhat 1ike one or the other end of the scale, place

" your mark in one space from the extremes under the proper heading. If
the child seems only slightly like one.side as opposed to:the other,
mark the column two spaces in from the ends under the correct heading. .
If you consider both sides equally descriptive, or if the category does
not applys- place your check in the middle cqlumn. '

C o~

2

Do not spend more than a féw seconds markihgj;ach_SCa]e as we are o
jnterested in your first impression. When you telephone CORBEH each

day, your responses may be tndicated as a number and letter (for example,
1A, 2C; 3F, etc.) , =t . s

}
~
L= ;
. 4 s
o ‘
Q > Q
X o X i
y -8
\ ® e
. ¢ ferztred
—_— A N e T e :
- U L - .
= oOh U O RN ==
O - =40 (Y
S @ o~ >~ ™ \D
E £ v — un £ E
~ 3 >3 > & >
“ E —~ 3 —~ E
5] O £ o £ o 0
» - b= 75 U <o TR U5 B o T ¥ B 4
“1. Happy Depressed "
¥ 2. Unsociable , Sociable
' 3. Interesting R Boring
4. Responsive . : Aloof
5. Tense B Relaxed ot
6. Inactive . - Active
7. Introverted ' . | Extrpverted . .
8. Adventurous i Timid . i
, 9. Many Friends - ) Friendless .
© 10. Liked by Peers Disliked by Peers

S ' : A B CDEF G
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APPENDIX 11

-«

. . . > ®
Child's Name : B Date
" Rated by | -, .
Parent Rating of Child Characteristics o
Instructions 4:4 -
~If you feel that your child is very much like one end of Ehe scale, B

place a check mark in the appropr1ate extreme column, If you feel that o
your child is somewhat.Tike one or ‘the other end of the scale, place L
your mark in one spafe from the extremes under the proper heading. If

the child seems only 11ght1y 1ike one side’ as opposed to the other,

mark the column two spaces in from the ends under the correct heading.

If you consider both sides eqyal]y descriptive, or if the category does

not apply, place your check in the middle column. - Do not spend more

than a few seconds marking each scale as we are interested in your first
impression. Remember to place on]y one check mark on each lipe.

[4-1
J =
9. L -
< o :
v * - .
x5 X X
P - )
. L2528
—_ A 4 —
N 5. 2%525.5
-0 S ®© M~ > — ®©® 3
E.gm:m.EE
oy gg >SS 2>2g 2
: S35 85§32 : .
1. Happy . Depressed
2. Unsociable Sociable
3. Interesting v Boring /
- 4, Responsive Aloof )
‘5. Tense | |Relaxed
6. Inactive | Active
7. Introverted Extroverted
8. Adventurous | Timid » _
9. Many Friends. .{Friendless ' N
10. Liked by Peers ;stliked by Peers
o ‘ A BN D'EF G .
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